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As  the  Nation's  principal  conservation  agency, 
tlie  Department  of  tiie  Interior  has  responsibility 
for  most  of  our  nationally  owned  public  lands  and 
natural  resources.  This  includes  fostering  the 
wisest  use  of  our  land  and  water  resources,  pro- 
tecting our  fish  and  wildlife,  preserving  the  en- 
vironmental and  cultural  values  of  our  national 
parks  and  historical  places,  and  providing  for  the 
enjoyment  of  life  through  outdoor  recreation.  The 
Department  assesses  our  energy  and  mineral  re- 
sources and  works  to  assure  that  their  develop- 
ment is  in  the  best  interests  of  all  our  people.  The 
Department  also  has  a  major  responsibility  for 
American  Indian  reservation  communities  and  for 
people  who  live  in  Island  Territories  under  U.S. 
administration. 
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SUMMARY 

Draft  (  )  Final  (x)  Environmental  Statement 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement 


1.  Type  of  Action: 

Administrative    (x) 


Legislative  (    ) 


2.  Brief  Description  of  Action:  The  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  proposes  to  implement  an  im- 
proved grazing  management  program  in  the 
"Missouri  Breaks"  area  of  central  Montana.  The 
proposed  action  involves  nearly  2,200,000  acres 
of  public  land  intermingled  with  over  6,300,000 
acres  of  state  and  private  land.  Components  of 
the  proposed  action  are: 

A.  Continued  operation  of  42  existing  Allot- 
ment Management  Plans  (AMPs). 

B.  Revision  of  10  existing  AMPs. 

C.  Implementation  of  266  proposed  AMPs. 

D.  Less  intensive  management  on  approxi- 
mately 251,000  acres  of  public  land. 

E.  Continuation  of  unallotted  status  on  ap- 
proximately 31,000  acres  of  public  land. 

F.  Construction  of  various  range  improve- 
ments necessary  to  implement  the  grazing 
systems  included  in  the  proposed  and  re- 
vised AMPs. 

G.  An  overall  reduction  in  livestock  use  of  one 
percent  (ranging  from  +158  percent  to  -58 
percent  on  individual  allotments). 

3.  Summary  of  Environmental  Impacts: 

Vegetation  cover  and  litter  would  increase 
thereby  reducing  erosion  and  improving 
watershed  conditions.  Sediment  yield  would  be 
reduced  by  approximately  186,000  tons  annu- 
ally. Although  livestock  distribution  would  be 
improved,  concentrations  of  livestock  would 
continue  near  water  sources.  Where  grazing 
systems  are  implemented,  desirable  forage 
species  would  increase  and  vegetation  vigor 
and  reproduction  would  be  improved.  An  in- 
crease of  about  24,000  AUMs  (8%  increase  from 
initial  stocking  proposed)  is  projected  by  the 
year  2000.  There  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
amount  of  range  in  excellent  condition  (270,000 
acres)  and  a  decrease  in  the  amount  in  poor 
condition  (2,600  acres).  Overall,  wildlife  popula- 
tion numbers  would  increase  about  6%.  Distur- 
bance of  archaeological  and  historical  re- 
sources would  occur  due  to  construction  of 
range  improvements  and  livestock  trampling. 


The  proposed  range  improvements  would 
slightly  reduce  visual  quality;  however,  recrea- 
tional opportunities,  primarily  hunting,  would 
be  improved.  The  additional  forage  resulting 
from  AMP  implementation  would  result  in  a 
small  increase  ($284,000  yearly)  in  personal  in- 
come. The  construction  expenditures  for  the 
range  improvements  would  result  in  a  more 
significant  ($1,532,000),  though  short-term,  in- 
crease in  income. 

4.  Alternatives  Considered 

A.  Continuation  of  the  Present  Grazing  Man- 
agement Program  (No  Action) 

B.  Elimination  of  Livestock  on  Public  Lands 

C.  Reduced  Levels  of  Livestock  Use 

D.  Livestock  Forage  Maximization. 

5.  Comments  Have  Been  Requested  From  the 
Following: 

see  attachment 

6.  Date  Environmental  Statement  Made  Availa- 
ble to  EPA  and  the  Public: 

Draft  Environmental  Statement:  March  9, 

1979 

Final  Environmental  Statement: 


ATTACHMENT 

Comments  on  the  draft  environmental  statement  were  requested  from  the  following  agen- 
cies, interest  groups,  and  individuals.  Those  marked  with  an  asterisk  (*)  submitted  written 
responses. 


Federal 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation* 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers* 
Department  of  Agriculture 

Forest  Service* 

Soil  Conservation  Service* 
Department  of  Commerce 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs* 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service* 

Geological  Survey 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation 
Service* 

National  Park  Service* 
Environmental  Protection  Agency* 

Congressional 

Office  of  Congressman  Marlenee 
Office  of  Congressman  Williams 
Office  of  Senator  Baucus 
Office  of  Senator  Melcher 

Montana  -  State  Agencies 

Association  of  State  Grazing  Districts 
Department  of  Community  Affairs 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game* 
Department  of  Livestock* 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 

Conservation*       ^ 
Department  of  State  Lands* 
Governor's  Office 
Historical  Society* 
Old  West  Regional  Commission 

County  Commissioners 

Blaine  County 
Chouteau  County 
Fergus  County 
Garfield  County 
Judith  Basin  County 
McCone  County 
Musselshell  County 
Petroleum  County 
Phillips  County 
Valley  County 

Local  Government 

Fort  Benton  Mayor 
Glasgow  Mayor 
Jordan  Mayor 
Lewistown  Mayor 
Malta  Mayor 
Miles  City  Mayor 
Roundup  Mayor 
Stanford  Mayor 
Winnett  Mayor 
Wolf  Point  Mayor 


Other  Organizations 

Ada  County  Fish  and  Game  League  (Idaho) 

American  Fisheries  Society 

American  Horse  Protection  Association* 

Audubon  Society 

Badlands  Cooperative  State  Grazing  District 
(CSGD) 

Chain  Buttes  CSGD 

Crooked  Creek  CSGD* 

Defenders  of  Wildlife* 

Fergus  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
District* 

Flatwillow  CSGD 

Fort  Belknap  Community  Council* 

Fort  Peck  Game  Range  Committee* 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

Hill  County  Wildlife  Association* 

Grassrange  CSGD 

Indian  Butte  CSGD 

International  Society  for  the  Protection  of 
Mustangs  and  Burros 

Izaak  Walton  League  of  America 

Montana  Farm  Bureau 

Montana  Farmers  Union 

Montana  Public  Lands  Council* 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Association 

Montana  Wilderness  Association* 

Montana  Wildlife  Federation* 

Montana  Woolgrowers  Association 

National  Council  of  Public  Land  Users 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council* 

Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association,  Inc. 

Northern  Plains  Resource  Council 

Pacific  Legal  Foundation 

Phillips  County  Cowbelles 

Phillips  County  Livestock  Association 

Phillips  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
District 

Public  Lands  Council 

Sierra  Club* 

Society  for  Range  Management 

South  Phillips  County  CSGD 

The  Humane  Society  of  the  United  States 

The  Wildlife  Society 

Trout  Unlimited 

Valley  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 

District 
Weede  CSGD 

Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance 
Wilderness  Society* 
Wildlife  Management  Institute 
Williams  Coulee  CSGD 
Winnett  CSGD 

Individuals 

All  livestock  operators  with  existing,  revised,  or 
proposed  Allotment  Management  Plans.* 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  draft  Missouri  Breaks  Grazing  Environmen- 
tal Statement  was  filed  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  and  released  to  the  public  on 
March  9,  1979.  The  public  review  period  extended 
until  April  30,  1979,  a  period  of  52  days. 

Five  public  meetings  were  held  during  the  first 
week  of  April  in  Havre,  Malta,  Lewistown,  Jordan, 
and  Glasgow.  The  questions  and  statements  from 
these  meetings  and  the  letters  received  during  the 
review  period  were  a  major  factor  in  identifying 
parts  of  the  draft  that  needed  correction,  clarifica- 
tion, or  expansion.  Because  the  modifications 
needed  were  relatively  minor,  the  original  material 
contained  in  the  draft  did  not  warrant  reprinting. 

Therefore,  the  final  environmental  statement  is 
divided  into  two  parts.  Part  1,  "Consultation  and 
Coordination,"  includes  a  discussion  of  the  pre- 
liminary consultation  on  the  land  use  planning 
which  led  to  the  ES,  the  public  involvement  and 
consultation  during  preparation  of  the  environ- 
mental statement,  and  responses  to  all  public 
comments  received  on  the  draft.  This  is  essentially 
an  update  of  Chapter  9  in  the  draft  statement.  Part 
2  contains  revisions  made  to  the  draft  based  on 
new  or  more  complete  information,  changes  in 
Bureau  guidance  since  release  of  the  draft,  or  er- 
rors and  omissions  identified  through  the  public 
review  process.  Where  significant  changes  in  the 
draft  environmental  statement  were  identified,  the 
entire  page  with  the  changes  highlighted  has  been 
reprinted.  This  will  facilitate  easy  cross- 
referencing  between  the  draft  and  final  environ- 
mental statements. 
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PART  1 

CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


The  Missouri  Breaks  Environmental  Statement  was 
prepared  by  BLM  District  and  State  Office  special- 
ists with  expertise  in  range  management,  wildlife, 
recreation,  landscape  architecture,  archaeology  and 
history,  soils,  watershed  management,  hydrology, 
geology,  and  economics.  Writing  of  the  ES  began 
in  January  1 978;  however,  a  complex  process  over 
a  two  and  one-half  year  period  preceded  the  writing 
phase.  This  process  included  resource  inventory, 
land  use  planning,  public  and  other  agency  coordi- 
nation, and  preparation  of  allotment  management 
plans.  Consultation  and  coordination  with  agencies, 
organizations,  and  individuals  occurred  in  a  variety 
of  ways  throughout  this  preparation  process. 


PRELIMINARY  CONSULTATI 


update  and  revision  of  the  existing  land  use  plans 
for  the  ES  area  (ten  Management  Framework 
Plans,  or  MFPs)  began  in  1975.  Resource  data 
gathered  in  the  concurrent  development  of  allot- 
ment management  plans  was  recycled  into  the  re- 
source data  base  used  in  the  land  use  planning 
process.  During  this  update  process,  federal,  state, 
and  local  organizations  were  contacted  for  assist- 
ance. All  public  land  users  and  other  interested 
groups  and  individuals  were  notified  through  letters 
and  news  releases  of  the  initiation  of  the  planning 
system  updates.  In  late  1977  and  early  1978,  public 
information  meetings  or  open  houses  were  held  to 
present  the  multiple-use  recommendations  from  the 
MFPs.  Open  houses  were  held  in  Havre,  Malta, 
Glasgow,  Lewistown,  and  Jordan.  Discussions  of 
the  Missouri  Breaks  ES  with  interested  parties  oc- 
curred throughout  the  update  process. 

Preparation  of  allotment  management  plans  for  the 
ES  area  began  in  1975.  Nearly  all  livestock  opera- 
tors were  contacted  during  preparation  of  draft  al- 
lotment management  plans  and  most  were  contact- 
ed after  the  drafts  were  complete.  All  AMPs  were 
available  for  review  by  livestock  operators  and 
public  interest  groups.  All  livestock  operators  in  the 
Lewistown  District  were  advised  by  letter  of  the 
effect,  if  any,  of  the  proposed  AMP  on  their  oper- 
ation. The  AMPs  will  remain  in  draft  form  until  a 
decision  is  made  on  the  content  and  adequacy  of 
the  Missouri  Breaks  ES.  Prior  to  implementation  of 
the  AMPs,  close  coordination  and  cooperation  with 
the  affected  livestock  operators  will  be  necessary. 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT  AND 
CONSULTATION  DURING 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 


A  news  release  was  distributed  in  October  1975 
discussing  initiation  of  the  planning  process  which 
would  lead  to  preparation  of  grazing  ESs  on  all 
public  lands  in  Montana.  This  news  release  indicat- 
ed that  the  Missouri  Breaks  ES  would  be  the  first  of 
eight  such  studies  to  be  completed  in  Montana  by 
1988. 

Public  involvement  throughout  the  integrated  proc- 
ess of  planning  system  updates  and  allotment  man- 
agement plan  development  stressed  the  close  ties 
with  the  upcoming  ES.  Numerous  meetings  were 
held  over  the  two  and  one-half  year  period  with 
public  agencies,  service  organizations,  special  inter- 
est groups,  and  private  individuals  to  explain  and 
solicit  comments  on  the  entire  process.  These 
meetings  included  entities  such  as  the  various  co- 
operative state  grazing  districts,  Montana  Public 
Lands  Council,  Montana  Stockgrowers  Association, 
several  chambers  of  commerce,  and  local  rod  and 
gun  clubs. 

The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  reviewed 
draft  material  regarding  prehistoric  and  historic 
sites.  His  comments  noted  that  any  affected  site  on 
or  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  must  be  reviewed  by  the  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic  Preservation.  The  Historical  Society's 
review  of  the  DES  (draft  environmental  statement) 
indicated  that  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
currently  being  negotiated  between  the  BLM  and 
the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
should  be  noted  in  the  text  (see  response  to  His- 
torical Society's  letter  of  May  1 ,  1 979).  The  Adviso- 
ry Council  was  provided  an  opportunity  to  review 
the  draft  environmental  statement.  The  Council 
noted  that  it  appeared  that  the  BLM  understood  its 
responsibilities  regarding  Section  1 06  of  the  Nation- 
al Historic  Preservation  Act  and  would  carry  it  out  in 
the  future  (see  response  to  April  30,  1979,  letter 
from  the  Council). 

Informal  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  regarding  threatened  and  endangered  spe- 
cies took  place  throughout  the  ES  preparation  proc- 
ess. The  Billings  Area  Office  informally  reviewed  all 
draft  sections  pertaining  to  threatened  and  endan- 
gered species  and  indicated  that  consideration  of 
such  species  was  adequate.  The  formal  review 
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comments  on  the  DES  did  not  point  out  any  prob- 
lems with  threatened  and  endangered  species  (see 
May  4,  1979,  letter  from  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service). 

In  addition,  the  ES  team  consulted  with  and/or  re- 
ceived input  from  the  following  organizations  during 
the  writing  phase  of  the  DES: 

Federal  Agencies 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Forest  Service 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

State  Agencies  and  Organizations 

Montana  Agricultural  Experiment  Station 

Montana  Department  of  Community  Affairs 

Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 

Conservation 

Montana  Highway  Department 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Montana  State  University 

University  of  Montana 

Special  Interest  Groups 

Montana  Council  of  the  Boy  Scouts  of  America 

Montana  Public  Lands  Council 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Association 

Comments  on  the  draft  environmental  statement 
(DES)  were  requested  from  the  following  agencies 
and  interest  groups.  Those  who  provided  com- 
ments are  noted  by  an  asterisk  (*). 

Federal  Agencies 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers* 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Presen/ation* 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Forest  Service* 

Soil  Conservation  Service* 
Department  of  Commerce 
Department  of  the  interior 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs* 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service* 

Geological  Survey 


Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Serv- 
ice* 

National  Park  Service* 

Environmental  Protection  Agency* 

Congressional  Repmsentatives 

Office  of  Congressman  Marienee 

Office  of  Congressman  Williams 

Office  of  Senator  Baucus 

Office  of  Senator  Meicher 

Montana  -  State  Agencies 

Association  of  State  Grazing  Districts 

Department  of  Community  Affairs 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game* 

Department  of  Livestock* 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conser- 
vation* 

Department  of  State  Lands* 

Governor's  Office 

Historica!  Society* 

Old  West  Regional  Commission 

County  Commissioners 

Blaine  County 

Chouteau  County 

Fergus  County. 

Garfield  County 

Judith  Basin  County 

McCone  County 

Musselshell  County 

Petroleum  County 

Phillips  County 

Valley  County 

Local  Government 

Fort  Benton  Mayor 

Glasgow  Mayor 

Jordan  Mayor 

Lewistown  Mayor 

Malta  Mayor 

Miles  City  Mayor 

Roundup  Mayor 

Stanford  Mayor 

Winnett  Mayor 
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Wolf  Point  Mayor 

Other  Organizations 

Ada  County  Fish  and  Game  League  (Idaho) 

American  Fisheries  Society 

American  Horse  Protection  Association* 

Audubon  Society 

Badlands   County   Cooperative    State    Grazing 
District  (CSGD) 

Chain  Buttes  CSGD 

Crooked  Creek  CSGD* 

Defenders  of  Wildlife* 

Fergus  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Dis- 
trict* 

Flatwillow  CSGD 

Fort  Belknap  Community  Council* 

Fort  Peck  Game  Range  Committee* 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

Grassrange  CSGD 

Hil!  County  Wildlife  Association* 

Indian  Butte  CSGD 

Izaak  Walton  League  of  America 

Montana  Farm  Bureau 

Montana  Farmers  Union 

Montana  Public  Lands  Council* 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Association 

Montana  Wilderness  Association* 

Montana  Wildlife  Federation* 

Montana  Woolgrowers  Association 

National  Council  of  Public  Land  Users 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council* 

Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association,  Inc. 

Northern  Plains  Resource  Council 

Oregon  Environmental  Council 

Pacific  Legal  Foundation 

Phi 

Ph 


ips  County  Cowbelles 

ips  County  Livestock  Association 

ips  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Dis- 


South  Phillips  County  CSGD 

The  Humane  Society  of  the  United  States 

The  Wildlife  Society 

Valley  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Dis- 
trict 

Weede  CSGD 

Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance 

Wilderness  Society* 

Williams  Coulee  CSGD 

Winnett  CSGD 


Phill 
trict 

Public  Lands  Council* 

Sien-a  Club* 

Society  for  Range  Mariagement 


Ail  livestock  operators  with  existing,  proposed, 
or  revised  Allotment  Management  Plans* 


PUBLiC  COMMENTS  AND 
RESPONSES  ON  THE  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMEM 


A  52-day  public  comment  period  (March  9  to  April 
30,  1979)  was  provided  on  the  draft  environmental 
statement  (DES)  to  allow  for  public  review  and 
comment  on  the  adequacy  of  the  environmental 
impact  analysis  for  the  proposed  action  and  alter- 
natives. 

The  DES  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  on  March  9,  1979.  The  Notice  of  Avail- 
ability was  published  in  the  March  19,  1979,  issue 
of  the  Federal  Register.  The  notice  also  announced 
a  review  period  ending  April  30,  1979,  and  included 
notification  of  public  meetings  in  Havre,  Malta, 
Lewistown,  Jordan,  and  Glasgow  during  the  week 
of  April  2-6,  1979.  After  the  DES  was  filed  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  copies  of  the 
document  were  mailed  to  federal,  state,  and  local 
government  agencies  and  to  non-government  orga- 
nizations and  individuals  for  review  and  comment. 
In  addition,  copies  of  the  DES  were  sent  to  all 
livestock  operators  with  existing,  revised,  or  pro- 
posed allotment  management  plans.  Nearly  750 
copies  of  the  DES  were  distributed.  Copies  of  the 
DES  were  sent  to  all  groups  and  individuals  who 
requested  them.  Also,  copies  were  available  at  the 
public  libraries  in  Chinook,  Malta,  Fort  Benton, 
Glasgow,  Circle,  Jordan,  Winnett,  Lewistown,  Roun- 
dup, and  Stanford;  plus  BLM  offices  in  Billings, 
Havre,  Malta,  Glasgow,  Lewistown,  and  Miles  City. 

In  addition  to  the  Federal  Register  notice,  a  news 
release  announcing  the  availability  of  the  DES  was 
issued  on  March  14,  1979,  from  the  BLM  Washing- 
ton Office  and  the  Montana  State  Office  to  the 
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national  news  media  and  all  Montana  daily  and 
weekly  newspapers,  television  stations,  and  radio 
stations. 

During  the  review  process,  44  letters  were  received 
from  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies;  private  or- 
ganizations such  as  special  interest  groups;  and 
interested  citizens  such  as  livestock  operators.  All 
letters  received  are  printed  in  this  document. 

All  letters  and  public  meeting  questions  and  com- 
ments were  reviewed  and  considered  in  the  prepa- 
ration of  the  final  environmental  statement  (FES). 
Responses  have  been  made  to  ail  comments  which 
presented  pertinent  new  information,  questioned 
DES  impact  analysis  or  data,  or  raised  issues  bear- 
ing directly  upon  the  impacts  of  implementation  of 
the  proposed  action  or  alternatives. 

The  treatment  of  comments  is  divided  into  two 
parts:  (1)  those  comments  resulting  from  public 
meetings,  and  (2)  those  comments  resulting  from 
letters  received  during  the  review  period. 


PubSIc  Meetings 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  held  five  public 
meetings  on  the  draft  environmental  statement  at 
the  following  times  and  locations: 

April  2,  1979  -  Havre,  Montana,  7:30  p.m. 

April  3,  1979  -  Malta,  Montana.  7:30  p.m. 

April  4,   1979  -  Lewistown,   Montana,  7:30 
p.m. 

April  5,  1979  -  Jordan,  Montana,  7:30  p.m. 

April  6,  1979  -  Glasgow,  Montana,  7:30  p.m. 

All  meetings  had  a  three-part  format  consisting  of 
(1)  a  12  minute  slide  presentation  giving  a  general 
overview  of  the  proposed  action,  alternatives,  and 
the  attendant  environmental  consequences;  (2)  a 
question  and  answer  period;  and  (3)  the  accept- 
ance of  statements.  Twenty-eight  individuals  asked 
questions  or  gave  statements  at  the  five  public 
meetings.  A  list  of  the  individuals  speaking  at  the 
public  meetings  is  provided  in  Table  1 .  Each  speak- 
er has  been  assigned  an  index  number  to  simplify 
identification  of  comments  and  responses.  A  pro- 
fessional court  reporter  prepared  a  verbatim  tran- 
script of  all  meetings.  The  public  meeting  tran- 
scripts have  been  sent  to  the  Director  of  the  BLM. 
The  final  environmental  statement  is  being  fonward- 
ed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency. 

Statements  or  questions  given  at  the  public  meet- 
ings have  been  quoted  or,  when  lengthy,  complex, 
or  expressed  by  more  than  one  individual,  para- 


phrased. The  number  following  the  comment  refers 
to  the  index  number  of  the  individual  or  individuals 
expressing  that  concern.  The  comments  and  re- 
sponses are  presented  by  major  topic  in  order  to 
facilitate  responses  to  similar  comments.  Although 
answers  were  given  to  questions  at  the  public 
meetings,  many  concerns  are  again  addressed  in 
the  written  responses  in  this  document. 

Wi!cJ!ife 

#t.  Commentator  (1)  (see  Table  1)  -  We  can  only 
condone  sagebrush  control  when  it  will  in  no  way 
affect  wildlife.  We  therefore  oppose  the  sagebrush 
spraying  proposed  in  the  DES.  Contour  furrowing 
should  be  allowed  only  when  it  is  beneficial  to  both 
livestock  and  wildlife  on  a  long-term  basis.  Plowing 
and  seeding  should  include  only  native  species  and 
be  beneficial  to  all  users. 

Response  -  Artificial  land  treatments  such  as  sage- 
brush spraying,  contour  furrowing,  or  plowing  and 
seeding  were  proposed  only  when  it  was  deter- 
mined that  the  desired  results  could  not  be  ob- 
tained through  normal  grazing  management  prac- 
tices. The  amount  of  vegetation  manipulation  pro- 
posed was  kept  to  a  minimum  due,  in  part,  to  the 
controversial  nature  of  such  actions.  Where  private 
lands  are  involved,  the  BLM  cannot  control  vegeta- 
tion manipulation  practices.  Nearly  two-thirds  of  the 
plowing  and  seeding,  over  one-quarter  of  the  sage- 
brush spraying,  and  over  one-tenth  of  the  contour 
furrowing  included  in  the  proposed  action  is  on 
private  lands. 

Any  mechanical  or  chemical  alteration  of  vegetation 
done  on  public  lands  will  be  done  in  compliance 
with  Supplement  No.  1  to  the  Memorandum  of  Un- 
derstanding between  the  BLM  and  the  Montana 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  This  agreement 
calls  for  early  coordination  on  any  such  efforts  and 
provides  the  mechanism  for  extensive  wildlife  relat- 
ed input  into  the  decisionmaking  process.  The 
views  of  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and 
other  interested  groups  and  individuals  will  be  care- 
fully reviewed  prior  to  a  final  decision  on  program 
implementation. 

#2.  Commentator  (1)  -  "...  on  rest  rotation  pas- 
tures we  would  like  to  see  some  residual  cover  left 
in  the  year-long  pastures  and  that  any  fencing  pro- 
grams or  water  placements  that  are  put  on  these 
allotments  that  consideration  be  given  to  the 
upland  game  bird  populations  so  they  do  not  ad- 
versely affect  or  adversely  decrease  these  popula- 
tions in  certain  areas  . . ." 

Response  -  Most  rest  rotation  grazing  manage- 
ment systems  do  not  permit  year-long  pasture  use. 
Several    management    systems    provide    residual 
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TABLE  1 
INDIVIDUALS  SPEAKING  AT  PUBLIC  MEETINGS 


Coinmentator 

Index  Number 

Name 

1 

Gary  Stuker 

2 

Jerry  Halter 

3 

Charles  Barnard 

4 

Ross  Robinson 

5 

John  Matovich 

6 

Dan  Wiederrick 

7 

Monte  Lund 

8 

Keith  Kluck 

9 

Torger  Skiveland 

10 

Mons  Teigen 

11 

Marie  Hensleigh 

12 

Pete  Jackson 

13 

Betty  Cerovski 

14 

Bill  Cutler 

15 

Dave  Huston 

16 

Bob  Buffington 

17 

Jerry  Coldwell 

18 

Janet  Guptill 

19 

George  Wilson 

20 

Carl  Harbaugh 

21 

Melvin  Thomas 

22 

Tom  Wilson 

23 

King  Edwards 

24 

Walt  Collins 

25 

C.E.  Hitch 

26 

Gene  Etchart 

27 

Jack  Nickels 

28 

Tom  Putz 

Meeting  Location  and  Date 

Havre,  April  2 
Havre,  April  2 
Malta,  April  3 
Malta,  April  3 
Malta,  April  3 
Malta,  April  3 
Malta,  April  3 
Malta,  April  3 
Lewi  s  town ,  Apr i 1 
Lewi  s town ,  Apr i 1 
Lewistown ,  April 
Lewistown,  April 
Lewistown,  April 
Lewistown,  April 
Jordan,  April  5 
Jordan,  April  5 
Jordan,  April  5 
Jordan ,  April  5 
Jordan,  April  5 
Jordan,  April  5 
Jordan,  April  5 
Jordan ,  April  5 
Jordan,  April  5 
Glasgow,  April  6 
Glasgow,  April  6 
Glasgow,  April  6 
Glasgow,  April  6 
Glasgow,  April  6 


&  Lewistown,  April  4 
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cover  especially  around  reservoir  shorelines  by  pro- 
viding gate  closures  between  pastures  after  use, 
thereby  allowing  some  regrowth.  Monitoring  and 
evaluation  of  the  effects  of  project  development  on 
upland  game  habitat  would  be  instituted  after  proj- 
ect development.  Mitigating  measure  #7  (page  4-1 
of  the  DES)  stipulates  that  an  interdisciplinary  team 
including  a  wildlife  biologist  would  be  involved  in 
determining  the  location,  time  of  construction,  and 
construction  stipulations  for  all  proposed  projects. 

#3.  Commentators  (2)  (3)  (25)  -  Additional  informa- 
tion on  prairie  dogs  and  prairie  dog  control  should 
be  provided. 

Response  -  As  indicated  on  page  2-32  of  the  DES, 
the  BLM  recognizes  the  need  for  prairie  dog  control 
at  problem  towns  in  conjunction  with  a  comprehen- 
sive program  for  restoring  public  rangelands.  In  re- 
sponse to  increasing  public  concern,  it  was  deter- 
mined that  the  management  of  prairie  dogs  war- 
ranted a  more  detailed  treatment  than  could  be 
adequately  addressed  in  an  environmental  state- 
ment on  livestock  grazing.  Consequently,  a  thor- 
ough analysis  of  prairie  dogs  on  public  lands  and 
related  control  considerations  has  been  presented 
in  a  draft  Prairie  Dog  Habitat  Management  Plan. 
Arresting  documented  prairie  dog  damage  to  public 
rangelands  and  the  prevention  of  serious  prairie 
dog  expansion  onto  adjacent  private  lands  will  re- 
ceive major  consideration  in  the  management  of 
this  highly  controversial  animal.  As  with  livestock, 
overgrazing  by  prairie  dogs  will  be  scientifically 
measured  and  documented  before  corrective  action 
is  taken. 

It  is  anticipated  the  draft  plan  will  be  available  for 
public  review  in  late  1979.  At  that  time,  a  copy  will 
be  widely  distributed  for  public  comments.  All  re- 
sponses will  be  thoroughly  evaluated  before  the 
plan  is  finalized. 

#4,  Commentator  (2)  -  Predator  or  coyote  control 
should  be  considered. 

Response  -  Since  predator  control  is  not  part  of 
the  proposed  action,  it  was  not  discussed  in  any  of 
the  wildlife  sections.  Predator  control  on  public 
lands  continues  to  be  a  major  issue  of  considerable 
controversy.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  (which 
includes  the  BLM)  is  currently  studying  the  environ- 
mental impact  statement  published  by  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  in  late  1978  on  the  Mammalian 
Predator  Damage  Management  Program.  Based  on 
analysis  of  that  EIS,  BLM  expects  to  issue  a  re- 
vised predator  control  policy  by  late  1 979. 

#5.  Commentator  (15)  -  "On  page  26  (of  the  DES) 
it  says,  the  mule  deer  population  has  gone  down 
since  the  mid-fifties  and  they  are  not  sure  but  think 
it  is  due  to  the  drought  and  competing  with  live- 
stock for  food.  Whoever  put  this  dumb  false  state- 


ment in  here  should  stand  up  so  someone  could 
take  his  picture.  For  several  years  from  1957  on, 
they  sold  unlimited  hunting  licenses  on  both  sexes 
of  deer  until  they  cut  the  population  by  three-quar- 
ters. After  they  cut  the  hunting  licenses  down  to 
where  they  should  be,  poisoning  of  coyotes  was 
stopped  by  executive  order  and  the  coyotes  have 
killed  the  deer  faster  than  the  does  can  raise  them. 
We  had  a  bad  drought  in  1961  and  never  had 
another  one  until  1977  and  there  isn't  as  many 
livestock  on  the  range  now  as  there  was  when  we 
had  10  times  as  many  deer." 

Response  -  In  the  first  paragraph  under  mule  deer 
on  page  2-26,  and  in  the  caption  to  Figure  2-5  on 
page  2-27,  it  was  not  intended  to  imply  that  drought 
and  competition  with  livestock  are  the  only  or  even 
the  primary  factors  influencing  mule  deer  popula- 
tions. Hunting  and  predation  by  coyotes  combined 
with  other  factors  can  also  reduce  local  popula- 
tions. It  should  be  also  pointed  out  that  the  decline 
referred  to  occurred  throughout  the  west  and  de- 
spite extensive  research,  its  cause  or  causes  have 
not  been  pinpointed. 

In  1975,  a  statewide  deer  research  program  was 
initiated  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  to  investigate  the  importance  to  deer  popula- 
tions of  these  factors  and  other  factors  such  as 
severe  winters.  The  objectives  of  this  program  are 
to: 

1.  Provide  a  more  detailed  understanding  of  the 

population  biology  and  habitat  relationships  of 
deer  and  of  the  factors  limiting  deer  numbers 
in  the  diverse  environments  in  which  deer 
occur  in  Montana; 

2.  Develop  new  or  improved  methods  for  measuring 

deer  population  and  habitat  parameters,  new 
guidelines  for  applying  existing  information  and 
technology  more  effectively,  and/or  new  crite- 
ria for  interpreting  field  data  in  terms  of  man- 
agement needs;  and 

3.  Establish  new  guidelines  for  consideration  of  the 

habitat  requirements  and  relationships  of  deer 
in  other  game,  range,  forest,  and  land  manage- 
ment programs  and  practices  in  Montana. 

The  results  of  the  study  are  not  yet  available. 

The  assumption  in  the  DES  analysis  was  that  the 
basic  productivity  of  deer  populations  is  influenced 
more  by  the  condition  of  the  vegetation  (available 
food)  than  by  outside  influences  such  as  hunting 
and  predation.  Since  the  vegetation  is  influenced  by 
the  proposed  action  and  hunting  and  predation  by 
coyotes  are  not,  these  latter  factors  were  not  dis- 
cussed. 
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The  fourth  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  under 
mule  deer  on  page  2-26  of  the  DES  should  be 
replaced  with  the  following: 

This  decline  coincided  with  a  general  decline 
in  deer  populations  throughout  the  west.  Re- 
search on  the  causes  of  mule  deer  popula- 
tion fluctuations  has  been  generally  inconclu- 
sive. Although  hunting,  predation,  and  other 
factors  can  influence  deer  populations,  many 
authors  have  concluded  that,  ".  .  .  where 
deer  are  on  a  high  quality  diet,  other  environ- 
mental factors  are  not  as  important"  (Pen- 
gelly  1976). 

The  last  sentence  in  the  caption  to  Figure  2-5 
should  be  changed  to  read:  "There  is  evidence  that 
drought  and  competition  with  livestock,  in  addition 
to  hunting,  predation,  and  severe  winters,  are  im- 
portant limiting  factors." 

#6.  Commentator  (15)  -  "Does  the  BLM  intend  to 
go  into  game  management?" 

Response  -  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
manages  public  lands  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use 
and  sustained  yield.  Section  103(C)  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (90  Stat.  2745) 
defines  multiple  use  as  management  of  the  public 
lands  and  their  various  resources  values  so  that 
they  are  utilized  in  the  combination  that  will  best 
meet  the  present  and  future  needs  of  the  Arrierican 
people.  The  resource  values  specifically  noted  are 
recreation,  range,  timber,  minerals,  watershed,  wild- 
life and  fish,  and  natural  scenic,  scientific,  and  his- 
torical values.  Thus,  BLM  is  required  to  take  into 
consideration  wildlife  and  fish  values  in  the  man- 
agement of  the  public  lands. 

#7.  Commentators  (15)  ^23)-  More  wildlife  occur  on 
private  lands  than  on  government  land.  Why  can't 
the  impact  statement  acknowledge  that? 

Response  -  There  was  no  intent  to  minimize  the 
importance  of  private  land  to  wildlife.  Even  though 
private  land  is  not  specifically  mentioned,  the  dis- 
cussions in  the  wildlife  sections  of  the  DES  gener- 
ally refer  equally  to  public  and  private  land,  since 
both  are  included  within  the  ES  area  and  AMP 
boundaries.  The  following  sentence  should  be 
added  to  the  second  paragraph  under  Mule  Deer 
on  page  2-26  of  the  DES:  "It  can  be  seen  by 
comparing  Maps  2-6  and  2-22  of  the  DES  that  a 
large  percentage  of  the  several  mule  deer  habitats 
(as  well  as  other  important  wildlife  habitats)  occur 
on  private  lands." 


Economic  and  Social  Conditions 

#8.  Commentator  (12)  -  Do  you  give  consideration 
to  the  economic  values  of  livestock  versus  the  eco- 
nomic values  for  hunting? 

Response  -  The  annual  direct  livestock  income 
from  BLM  lands  and  from  the  nine-county  ES  area 
was  used  in  the  impact  analysis  of  the  proposed 
action  and  alternatives  (see  pages  3-31  through  3- 
34  and  8-8  in  the  DES).  The  value  of  hunting  was 
also  considered  in  the  analysis;  however,  quantifi- 
cation was  far  more  difficult  and  not  as  detailed  as 
that  for  livestock.  The  monetary  value  of  one  activi- 
ty versus  another  is  one  of  many  factors  used  by 
BLM  in  making  land  use  decisions. 

#9.  Commentators  (15)  (19)-  How  much  did  the  ES 
cost? 

Response  -  The  approximate  cost  for  preparing 
and  printing  the  Missouri  Breaks  Environmental 
Statement  is  $350,000. 

#tO.  Commentator  (26)  -  Was  the  same  kind  of 
economic  impact  analysis  done  for  the  alternatives 
as  the  proposed  action? 

Response  -  Table  8-1,  page  8-8  of  the  DES,  pro- 
vides a  comparison  of  the  same  economic  factors 
for  the  existing  situation,  the  proposed  action,  and 
the  four  alternatives. 

#11.  Commentator  (15)  -  The  economic  impact 
analysis  should  consider  the  rancher's  gross 
income  rather  than  net  income. 

Response  -  The  economic  impact  analysis  was 
based  on  gross  rather  than  net  livestock  income 
figures.  The  term  "livestock  receipts"  in  Table  2-25 
refers  to  the  gross  annual  income  flow  of  the  live- 
stock sector  before  consideration  of  taxes,  operat- 
ing costs,  depreciation,  etc.  The  average  value  per 
AUM  derived  from  the  figures  for  livestock  receipts 
was  the  value  against  which  most  of  the  impacts  to 
the  livestock  industry  were  measured.  - 


Vegetation 

#12.  Commentator  (2)  -  Some  sagebrush  control  is 
needed. 

Response  -  See  response  to  comment  #1. 

#13.  Commentators  (7)  (14)  -  The  map  on  range 
condition  (Map  2-5)  is  misleading  because  there  is 
a  significant  difference  between  range  in  high  fair 
condition  and  poor  condition.  Also,  showing  one 
color  on  an  allotment  makes  it  appear  as  though 
the  entire  allotment  is  in  fair  or  poor  range  condi- 
tion when,  in  reality,  only  a  portion  is  in  fair  or  poor 
condition. 


—7- 


Response  -  Map  2-5  should  be  deleted  from  the 
DES.  The  range  condition  map  caused  concern  be- 
cause there  is  a  substantia!  difference  between  fair 
and  poor  condition  range.  In  addition,  there  can  be 
significant  differences  between  high  fair  condition 
and  low  fair  condition  range.  Thus,  because  Map  2- 
5  aggregated  fair  and/or  poor  condition  range,  the 
map  portrayed  conditions  in  a  more  negative  light 
than  necessary.  Range  condition  classes  are  some- 
what artificial;  nevertheless,  they  are  useful  in  arriv- 
ing at  a  reasonable  assessment  of  range  condition. 
The  scale  of  Map  2-5  did  not  allow  a  finer  delinea- 
tion of  condition  classes.  Individual  AMP  files  locat- 
ed at  the  Resource  Area  Offices  show  site-specific 
range  condition  delineations. 

Thirty-seven  out  of  the  318  AMP  allotments  have 
range  in  poor  condition.  Fourteen  of  these  allot- 
ments have  greater  than  10%  of  their  total  acreage 
in  poor  range  condition.  Approximately  1  %  (37,462 
acres)  of  the  acreage  within  AMP  allotments  is  in 
poor  condition.  Appendix  6  in  the  DES  provides 
range  condition  classes  for  each  allotment  by  vege- 
tation type. 

#14.  Commentator  (24)  -  Why  wasn't  a  new  range 
survey  conducted?  We  believe  the  range  has  im- 
proved considerably  since  1 964. 

Response  -  A  new  range  survey  was  not  conduct- 
ed because  the  existing  survey  information  was 
reasonable  and  usable,  with  some  adjustments  on 
an  allotment-by-allotment  basis.  We  believe  a  new 
survey  was  not  justified  due  to  the  additional  cost 
and  time  needed  to  complete  such  an  effort  which 
would  not  provide  a  substantial  benefit  in  terms  of 
improved  data. 

#15.  Commentator  (24)  -  Why  were  livestock  num- 
bers on  some  AMPs  with  poor  range  condition  not 
cut  while  numbers  on  other  AMPs  with  good  condi- 
tion range  cut? 

Response  -  As  discusssed  on  page  A-6,  adjust- 
ments were  proposed  as  a  result  of  (1)  more  re- 
fined delineation  of  allotment  boundaries,  (2)  better 
characterization  of  wildlife  requirements,  (3)  com- 
paring actual  grazing  use  with  forage  utilization,  (4) 
suitability  determination,  and  (5)  recognition  of 
errors  in  administrative  records.  Thus,  there  may  be 
allotments  with  large  amount  of  good  condition  that 
may  be  receiving  a  reduction  for  one  of  the  above 
reasons,  while  another  allotment  with  a  majority  of 
fair  condition  may  not  be  receiving  a  reduction  if  it 
was  felt  that  grazing  management  would  take  care 
of  resource  problems  identified. 


Alternatives 

#16.  Commentator  (24)  -  Under  the  no  action  alter- 
native, the  DES  assumes  that  the  range  will  decline 
so  that  eventually  no  forage  will  be  available  for 
livestock  or  wildlife. 

Response  -  The  assumption  was  made  in  the  DES 
that  overall  the  available  livestock  forage  would  de- 
crease nearly  5%  from  existing  levels  by  the  year 
2000  if  no  changes  in  livestock  numbers  or  grazing 
management  occurred.  This  estimate  of  a  slight 
decrease  is  based  on  three  primary  factors:  (1)  no 
revision  of  existing  AMPs  to  correct  deficiencies,  (2) 
no  adjustments  in  stocking  rates  would  be  imple- 
mented to  more  accurately  balance  available 
forage  with  livestock  numbers,  and  (3)  the  harmful 
effects  of  continuous  season-long  grazing  would 
remain  in  some  allotments. 

#17.  Commentator  (9)  -  Who  is  responsible  for  the 
four  alternate  plans? 

Response  -  Section  102(C)(iii)  of  the  National  Envi- 
ronmental Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requires  the  consider- 
ation of  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  developed  the  alter- 
natives with  the  objective  of  sharply  defining  the 
issues  and  providing  a  clear  basis  for  choice 
among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and  the 
public.  The  no  action  alternative  is  required  by  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations  result- 
ing from  NEPA.  The  no  livestock  grazing  alternative 
is  presented  to  allow  an  analysis  of  the  role  live- 


stock grazing  plays 
portrayal  of  the  envi 
quences  of  terminati 


in  the  ES  area  and  to  allow 
ironmental  and  social  conse- 
iion  of  such  activity.  The  last 
two  alternatives  portray  different  multiple  use  mixes 
which  either  reduce  livestock  use  (Alternative  C)  or 
increase  livestock  use  (Alternative  D).  These  shifts 
in  resource  emphasis  allow  the  public  and  the  deci- 
sionmaker to  see  the  social  and  environmental  con- 
sequences of  a  range  of  options. 

#18.  Commentator  (9)  -  "The  way  I  see  it,  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act  -  you  have  got  rights  on  the 
public  land  and  you  have  an  alternative  there  of 
elimination  (elimination  of  livestock  from  public 
lands).  Where  do  you  get  that  right?" 

Response  -  The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  does  not  give 
anyone  rights  on  public  lands  -  it  establishes  a 
privilege  (not  a  right)  for  qualified  livestock  opera- 
tors to  harvest  forage  with  grazing  animals,  consist- 
ent with  laws  and  regulations  as  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The  elimination  of  grazing 
alternative  is  proper,  in  that  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  (NEPA)  does  not  require  ES  al- 
ternatives to  be  legal. 
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#19.  Commentator  (12)  .  What  would  the  manage- 
ment of  the  land  be  for  if  you  took  livestock  off  the 
public  lands? 

Response  -  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
manages  public  land  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use 
and  sustained  yield.  The  multiple  use  values  enu- 
merated in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Manage- 
ment Act  are  recreation,  range,  timber,  minerals, 
watershed,  wildlife  and  fish,  and  natural,  scenic, 
scientific,  and  historical  values.  The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  would  continue  to  manage  the  public 
lands  for  the  foregoing  values  if  livestock  were  re- 
moved. 

#20.  Commentator  (17)  -  "In  the  alternative  where 
all  livestock  grazing  would  be  discontinued  on 
public  domain,  public  grazing  lands,  I  think  some- 
where in  that  final  draft  there  should  not  be  an 
estimate  but  whatever  you  can  do,  as  close  as  you 
can  come,  to  how  much  it  would  cost  to  fence 
those  pieces  out." 

Response  -  Approximately  8,900  miles  of  fence 
would  be  necessary  to  exclude  livestock  from 
public  lands.  At  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,000  per 
mile  for  fence,  the  approximate  cost  would  be 
$8,900,000. 

#27,  Commentator  (25)  -  The  alternatives  are  not 
realistic  or  usable. 

Response  -  As  discussed  in  responses  to  com- 
ments #17  and  #18,  the  no  action  alternative  is 
required  by  CEQ  regulations  and  the  elimination  of 
livestock  alternative  is  used  for  analytical  purposes. 
Although  neither  the  reduced  livestock  use  alterna- 
tive nor  the  livestock  forage  maximization  alterna- 
tive is  likely  to  be  chosen  in  total  as  a  preferred 
alternative,  the  decisionmaker  has  the  option, 
based  on  the  analysis  in  Chapter  8  of  the  DES,  to 
use  portions  of  the  alternatives  in  his  final  decision. 
Thus,  the  last  two  alternatives  provide  valuable  and 
usable  input  into  the  decisionmaking  process. 


General 

#22.  Commentators  (11)  (17)  (18)  -  Were  all  live- 
stock operators  and  other  interested  parties  sent 
copies  of  the  DES  as  notified  of  the  public  meet- 
ings? More  people  should  have  been  made  aware 
of  the  DES  and  its  comments. 

Response  -  Nearly  750  copies  of  the  DES  were 
sent  to  agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals. 
Copies  of  the  DES  were  sent  to  all  livestock  opera- 
tors with  existing,  revised,  or  proposed  allotment 
management  plans.  An  insert  in  each  DES  gave  the 
time  and  location  for  the  public  meetings.  A  news 
release  discussing  the  DES  and  the  times  and  loca- 
tions for  the  public  meetings  was  provided  to  all 


Montana  daily  and  weekly  newspapers,  television 
stations,  and  radio  stations  two  and  one-half  weeks 
before  the  meetings  occurred. 

#23.  Commentators  (2)  (6)  (17)  (25)  (27)-  How  will  • 
the  AMPs  along  the  Charles  M.  Russell  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  be  implemented?  There  is  no  fence 
between  the  Refuge  and  adjacent  BLM  lands  and 
many  ranchers  have  livestock  operations  which  uti- 
lize range  within  the  refuge  and  on  adjacent  BLM 
lands.  How  can  you  justify  spending  money  on 
AMPs  along  the  refuge  boundary  when  planning  for 
the  refuge  is  not  complete? 

Response  -  Allotment  management  plans  along 
the  Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
boundary  will  not  be  implemented  without  close  co- 
ordination with  the  affected  livestock  operators  and 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Where  specific 
resource  objectives  are  compatible  on  the  refuge 
and  adjacent  BLM  lands,  cooperative  grazing  man- 
agement will  be  sought.  Where  specific  resource 
objectives  between  the  two  agencies  differ,  allot- 
ment management  plans  will  be  implemented  only 
when  it  has  been  determined  by  BLM  that  such 
action  will  not  waste  dollars  or  manpower  or  fore- 
close future  options  for  cooperation  with  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  Because  of  different  manage- 
ment philosophies  between  the  two  agencies 
(single  purpose  emphasis  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlfe 
Service  and  multiple  use  for  BLM)  it  may  be  neces- 
sary to  physically  separate  the  two  jurisdictions  in 
selected  areas.  The  management  plan  for  the 
refuge  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  mid-1980. 
When  the  refuge  management  plan  is  complete 
and  specific  management  goals  are  identified  by 
area  on  the  refuge,  cooperation  between  the  two 
agencies  can  more  fully  occur. 

The  above  paragraph  should  be  inserted  in  the 
DES  between  the  two  paragraphs  under  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  on  page  1-27.  (See  Part  2.) 

#24.  Commentator  (2)  -  "I  don't  see  anything  men- 
tioned about  fire  protection.  I  think  there  should  be 
excess  trails  into  spots  where  you  can  do  some- 
thing about  fire  when  we  get  it.  When  you  get  a  lot 
of  grass  and  we  got  a  lot  of  public  you  are  going  to 
get  some  fires." 

Response  -  The  current  BLM  fire  suppression  pro- 
gram utilizes  a  helitack  approach.  Two  helicopters, 
one  at  Lewistown  and  the  other  at  Zortman,  are 
stationed  on  24-hour  call  during  the  fire  season  to 
transport  a  seasonal  crew  of  fire  fighters  to  make 
the  initial  attack  on  fires.  The  central  fire  manage- 
ment officer  is  involved  in  planning  and  overseeing 
the  fire  management  plan.  Included  in  the  plan  is 
mapping  of  all  access  routes  into  the  Missouri 
Breaks  ES  area.  A  seasonal  fire  dispatcher  directs 
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the  attack  under  the  fire  management  officer's 
guidance. 

A  fire  retardant  bomber  is  stationed  at  Lewistown 
and  an  additional  bomber  will  be  placed  at  Miles 
City  beginning  with  the  1979  fire  season.  These 
bombers  are  available  for  additional  support  to  the 
fire  fighting  crews  dispatched  in  helicopters  to  fire 
outbreaks. 

Four-wheel  drive  tankers  also  are  available  for 
backup.  These  tankers  would  be  dispatched  along 
access  trails  into  the  fire  area. 

The  helitack  program  then  involves  primary  fire 
attack  through  firefighters  transported  by  helicop- 
ters to  the  fire  site.  Backup  is  supplied  by  fire  retar- 
dant bombers.  Additional  followup  involves  ground 
tankers  based  on  four-wheel  drive  vehicles  dis- 
patched along  access  trails  to  the  fire  area. 

Also  see  response  to  comment  #155. 

#25.  Commentator  (9)-  How  does  the  Management 
Framework  Plan  apply  to  the  DES? 

Response  -  The  Management  Framework  Plan 
(MFP)  provided  the  multiple  use  foundation  for  the 
grazing  management  program.  The  general  re- 
source allocation  decisions  shown  in  Table  1-3 
guided  development  of  the  AMPs  and  the  proposed 
action.  A  more  complete  discussion  of  the  AMP 
and  its  relationship  to  the  proposed  action  is  pro- 
vided in  the  section,  Management  Guidance  and 
Resource  Coordination  (including  Figure  1-1,  Map 
1-2,  and  Table  1-3)  on  pages  1-4  through  1-8  of  the 
DES. 

#26.  Commentator  (13)  -  "When  your  final  determi- 
nation is  made  then  when  do  you  reassess  on 
what?  An  annual  basis  or  ~?" 

Response  -  Monitoring  of  the  effects  of  an  im- 
proved grazing  management  program  would  occur 
continuously.  AMPs  would  be  evaluated  on  a  yearly 
basis  and  carefully  reviewed  after  each  complete 
cycle  of  the  grazing  system. 

#27.  Commentators  (15)  (16)  (17)  .  why  are  the 
characteristics  of  private  lands  described  in  the 
DES?  That  is  not  the  government's  concern. 

Response  -  The  environmental  consequences  or 
impacts  of  the  proposed  action  are  not  limited  to 
only  public  lands.  In  order  to  analyze  impacts  and 
present  the  decisionmaker  with  an  adequate  evalu- 
ation of  the  consequences  of  various  options,  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  the  characteristics  of  private 
land  as  well  as  public  land.  A  decision  based  only 
on  an  analysis  of  public  lands  would  ignore  impor- 
tant, often  crucial,  impact  considerations. 

#28.  Commentator  (19)  -  "How  many  more  of  these 
(ESs)  are  there  in  the  state  like  this  one?" 


Response  -  Seven  grazing  management  environ- 
mental statements  (in  addition  to  the  Missouri 
Breaks)  are  scheduled  for  completion  in  Montana 
by  the  end  of  1 985. 

#29.  Commentator  (20)  -  "I  would  like  to  know  how 
the  finai  decision  on  what  is  done  or  what  action  is 
going  to  be  taken  is  arrived  at  and  who  does  it." 

Response  -  The  final  decision  on  what  action  will 
be  taken  will  be  made  by  the  BLM  District  Manager 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  State  Director.  After 
the  final  environmental  statement  is  filed  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  involved  Dis- 
trict Manager  will  recommend  a  course  of  action 
based  on  public  comments  and  concerns,  budget 
and  manpower  constraints,  the  environmental  im- 
pacts portrayed  in  the  environmental  statement, 
legislative  mandates,  and  BLM  policy.  The  decision, 
and  the  rationale  for  it,  will  be  presented  within  one 
year  after  filing  of  the  final  ES  and  documented  in 
the  Rangeland  Management  Program  Document,  a 
brief  summary  document  which  will  be  distributed  to 
all  interested  parties. 

#30.  Commentator  (15)  -  "There  should  not  be  any 
more  wilderness  designated  in  this  area  now  or  in 
the  future." 

Response  -  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is 
required  by  Section  603  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  to  inventory  and  identify 
those  public  lands  having  wilderness  characteristics 
as  defined  in  the  Wilderness  Act.  This  inventory 
must  be  complete  by  October  21,  1991. 

#31.  Commentator  (15)  -  "Who  is  going  to  keep  all 
the  fences  up?" 

Response  -  Fences  built  primarily  for  livestock 
management  included  in  allotment  management 
plans  would  generally  be  maintained  by  the  licens- 
ee or  permittee  through  maintenance  agreements. 
When  a  maintenance  agreement  is  not  in  effect, 
the  fences  are  maintained  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 

#32.  Commentator  (15)  -  "It  seems  that  in  the  draft 
EIS  they  covered  about  everything  that  was  none 
of  their  concern  but  failed  to  mention  the  adverse 
impact  that  the  people  going  to  and  from  public 
lands  have  on  us  landowners." 

Response  -  The  purpose  of  the  environmental 
statement  is  to  analyze  the  environmental  conse- 
quences of  an  improved  grazing  management  pro- 
gram, not  to  analyze  the  effects  of  non-livestock 
related  actions  such  as  recreational  access. 
Abuses  on  private  lands  such  as  trespassing,  litter- 
ing, leaving  gates  open,  and  livestock  harassment, 
must  be  dealt  with  by  continued  cooperation  be- 
tween the  private  landowner  and  the  federal  and 
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state  agencies  involved  witin  the  management  of 
public  land  resources. 

#33.  Commentator  (21)  .  "i  really  think  that  that 
ought  to  be  put  right  in  the  front  end  of  that  final 
draft  of  what  this  thing  cost  or  somebody  will  see 
or  anybody  that  reads  it  and  -  and  who  -  who 
caused  it  when  it  cost  that  much." 

Response  -  The  approximate  cost  of  preparing  and 
printing  the  Missouri  Breaks  Environmental  State- 
ment is  $350,000.  The  environmental  statement  is 
required  by  Section  102(c)  of  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  passed  by  the  United  States  Con- 
gress in  1969. 

#34.  Commentator  (28)  -  Has  the  bentonite  mining 
which  is  occurring  in  south  Valley  County  been 
taken  into  consideration  in  any  of  your  plans? 


Response  -  Within  that  portion  of  the  ES  area  in 
Valley  County,  there  is  no  current  bentonite  mining 
activity.  While  Federal  Bentonite  Company  has  sub- 
mitted an  application  for  bentonite  mining  develop- 
ment north  of  the  ES  area,  no  applications  have 
been  submitted  for  lands  within  the  Missouri  Breaks 
ES  area. 


Response  to  Letters 

Each  letter  received  during  the  review  period  is 
presented  in  full  with  a  response,  where  appropri- 
ate, following  each  letter.  Each  comment  has  been 
numbered.  The  response  to  each  comment  follows 
with  corresponding  number.  Comment  numbering 
begins  at  35  to  follow  the  numbering  of  the  public 
meeting  comments.  The  letters  are  presented  in 
the  order  they  were  received. 
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Ht;SP0W5E  TO  CHARLES  F.  YAEGER,  JR. 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is 

Policy  and  Management  Act  to  man. 

of  multiple  uso  and  sustained  yield. 

Land  Management  is  required  hy  the  sar 

identify  those  public  lands  having  wildecness  characts 

defined  in  the  Wilderness  Act.   The  entire  process  must  be 

complete  by  Octobor  21,  1991.   Public  involvement  at  the  local, 

state,  and   national  lovele  will  be  scutjht  throughout  the  decision. 

making  process  on  wilderness. 
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It  has  been  well  documented  that  newly  constructed  livestock 
fcncea  on  ian^s  traditionally  used  by  antelope  adversely  affect 
antelope  populations  (Oakaly,  C.  1973.   The  effects  of  livestock 
fencing  on  antelope.   Wyoming  Wildlife  37  [12)  i25-29) .   This  is 
particularly  true  of  woven  and  six-wire  fences. 

all 


QLM  policy  requirea  the  use 

fences  on  antelope  ranges.   Pago  A-23  of  the  OES  shows  the  I 

primary  types  of  fences  which  will  be  used  in  the  ES  area. 
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3-  Thar?  io   little  mention  oV   the  prairie  dog  probleiHB  in  this 
statQinant.  It  Bnnnn  to  be  general  ngrccnonE  ninonE  I'seol  roeldontB  that 
there  ware  few  prairie  dogs  outside  th«  CKR  uhon  lOSD  utta  bnnnod-  Thsir 
very  OKploaiva  growth  la  and  will  be  a  very  real  forage  prohlom  In  this 
aroo.   Uhoro  thoy  take  over  there  is  nothing  for  another  herbivorous 
species.  On  pago  2-32  then;  in   ft  otatcmont  that  "The  adverae  impacts 
havB  not  been  measured."  This  la  not  (lulto  truo  since  thoro  is  at  loaBt 
onni  nllptmont  where  tho  planners  indicated  they  ware  aiijuatlng  tha  AUM'q 
liua  tip  a  iHfBK  (Ing  tnuti.   Tf  you  hnvg  raoesurad  this  subtraction  for  coua, 
it  was  maasurad  and  allocated  to  tli,.  roilrtnt.n.  Thla  lu  it  viry   raol  nonfllct 
Mron  of  I'orago  ueo  and  ahould  ba  covertT'l  in  Lhla  statBirmnt. 

A.  The  Altornfttivou  in  Chapter  R  leave  much  to  be  desired.  They  sarva 
aa  corapnrlsona  for  flobatlng  purponna  but  contrlbuto  little  for  management 
dacislons.   In  Alternative  I  the  definition  of  a  frozen  flituotlon  nlmost 
precludes  ita  uaa  in  manaeenent.  FIMPA  gave  the  BDI  n   managdment  Job.  Tt 
Hovdd  3<jora  to  bo  a  bit  contrary  to  basic  legislation  to  aaaume  the  BLM  has 
ft  "forgot,  it"  option  to  nny  problem. 


Alternative  II  ia  also  que^tlonabli:  ar.  n  nanngHmiitit  tool., 
a  designated  use.  lou  would  Just  as  well  debate  No  Becraation 
Wlldlif«  or  Ho  Endangered  Species  or  even  tio  Watershed.  There 
wheru'  one  value  had  to  be  net  aaiflc  duo  to  conflicta  bub  la  doi 
specific  baaia.  I  doubt  if  any  nanager  would  be  allowed  the  privilngo  of 
i\   Bwcoping,  broad  brush  approach  to  crossing  off  legally  deaignatad  usea. 
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7oductlon  on  Eovaral  fnctors.   All 
have  been  proposed  by  various  IntfiPfistn  in  th>!  pii.it,  nil  bit  null. in  they 
figure  their  interests  would  benefit,   [a]  Elimlnfltion  of  aprlng  usn  In 
an  often-rtdvocotcd  procedure.   Even  this  has  proved  to  be  a  two-ed[jed  sword. 
Coaby  of  tha  F  ft  W5  found  that  It  cncourugod  cool  seooon  spDcioo,  oven 
inuiidBr  EpecioH,  at  the  expanse  of  some  later  growers,   (b)  Reduction  of 
stoeltlrit;  entna   for  unusod  pootur^o  is  again  often  proposed.   It  ignores  one 
of  the  benefits  of  rest  rotfltiiin  In  that  the  use  of  Gooondory  spociBE  ond 
areas  is  pushed  and  than  all  have  an  nqual  chanon  to  grow  during  tlin  rout 
puriod.  Reduced  stocking  rates  alone  allou  the  gracing  animal  to  ehoosc 
either  by  nren  or  npreiuu,  and  it  would  do  so  even  in  a  rest  rotation  system, 
(e)  Rwduetion  of  utoijking  Icvula  bocauHO  of  rango  or  soil  oonditlona  woulii 
seem  to  be  a  double  antry.  These  were  iill  oovernd  nnee  In  the  AMP  prcpurn- 
tion.   Sinoa  stocking  ratea  are  very  conservative  under  moat  surveys,  this 
would  bo  (1  double  deduct  with  the  same  Justification  usad  for  both,   (d) 
Hoductlun  of  stocking  for  wildlife  habitat  is  tha  fourth  factor  and  also 
raises  quostiona.   Since  tha  present  stocking  rote  has  been  In  uffuot  for 
most  HllotBHnta  since  the  KRB  survey,  how  did  these  critical  areas  surviva? 
There  ia  no  attampt  to  prove  n  nonfiiot  onista,  nnd  with  ?.5  ycnts   al'  uso 
under  these  rates  it  probably  dofis  not. 
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Joiild  first  like  to  eomplimnnt  the  BLH  on  this  statement.  It  lo 
better  uritten  und  more  readable  than  any  1  have  revlowod.  The  main 
proposal  has  been  based  on  AMFsi  and  there  has  bean  extenolve  input  by 
many,  if  not  all,  of  the  '.-ffected  public.  It  should  give  thosy  making 
the  munagcmant  rteciaiona  IhahIh  for  their  actions.  The  projectlono  for 
improvement  are  oertaitiTy  mor"  reasonable  and  reiiohablg  than  cany  t've 


There  are  four  eonurnl  areas  thai,  did  not  aooaar  to  be  addraaaed 
adpquotclj-.   The  first  throe  ara  areaa  nf  Inoact  on  the  forage  und 
management  of  that  forneo  that  aonfront  all  poonle  who  make  nanngement 
flacialona  in  thia  area  now  und  for  the  foroEcoublo  future.  Tho  fourth 
coiicurnp  the  Alternatives. 

The  cm  Game  RanEe  X'.:   «nd  will  remain  the  l.irgo  problem  of  t)i<. 
la.  Fencing  may  work  well  on  snmo  sllotments  for  Eoparating 

grriaing.  On  much  of  tho  boundary  auch  fencing  will  create  hb 
many  problema  ho  it  protends  to  solve.  Haintenanea  of  rr.nmi  In  thia  area 
is  and  olwnya  has  been  n  problem,  even  when  placed  in  beat  altuiitlon 
available.  To  oven  nonaidor  fencing  some  of  the  boundary  approaches  h 
nightmare  to  anyone  who  has  built  much  fence,  but  it  is  under  consideration. 
It  Ifl  no  Bi'orct  that  fences  ciin  cause  gracing  problems  and  make  for 
dlatributlvB  prohlemo.  Elk,  anowdrifta,  and  uaahoutii  have  given  operators 
in  thia  area  raal  prohlamo  with  fences  and  fence  maintenance-  Thoy  would 
multiply  uith  the  fonca  propon.td  for  the  boundary.  Stock  control  under 
these  conditions  will  be  a   long-panRe  problem  to  the  operators,  tha  f  & 
V  S  and  the  ELI.  Although  your  options  are  limited  by  lav,  I  do  not 
grazing  prablcra  waa  covared  In  l,he  draft. 
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Altdrnotivo  III  whan  applied  to  limited 

^ers  since  all  four  f.-ietors  could  be  used 

jcil'ic  time,  for  a  specific  period  und  to 

All  this  calls  for  soma  real  good  planning  nn 


irean  probably  ia  usabla  by 
in  a  spoclfln  'illotmont,  at 
achieve  a  specific  rn-iult. 
high  level  of  monitoring 


and  follow-up.  Debate  of  it  on  an  area  wide  dool  may  present  something 
affirmative,  but  I  fail  to  saa  it.  It  would  aurely  Ijo  InterDstlng  to  hear 
the  Justification  of  a  335  cut  on  n  3  posture  rest  rotation  oh  which  there 
haa  been  ti  elgnlf ioantly  improved  range  condition  already  documontad  i  or 
a  60S  to  BOS  r«auutIon  on  an  allotment  b«cnu8B  of  wildlife  naeds  and  tho.ia 
wildlife  havH  been  there  all  along  and  doing  quite  uoll.  It  would  make  a 
^vory  IntarestinR  court  session. 

Altemativo  IV  raises  a  real  question.  Since  livestock  forage  use 
factora  were  not  ehongad,  see  page  3-1  7th  aaflunptlon,  where  doss  it  get 
that  nameJ  Forage  naxlmlzaUon  is  being  diacuaaed,  and  tho  60%   left  for 
Other  UBOB  would  surely  effect  them.  Although  change  of  plant  speeleu 
would  Impoot  some  land  uses,  it  would  also  bjVB  boneficial  impacts  on 
soma  others,  eapoolully  when  there  is  that  much  residue  from  tha  treatmonta. 
It  ia  real  good  that  these  treatments  are  brought  into  this  atntomant  since 
thera  ia  good  proof  of  what  they  will  do  on  some  areas  when  properly  uacd. 
k   little  more  oven  evaluation  would  give  the  land  manager  a  batter  baslf: 
to  deal  with  them. 

There  ia  no  question  that  irnpaots  of  these  treatmenia  aro  ermplcx. 
WJldllfo  interesta  are  aapeoially  prone  to  object.  There  should  bo  fiomi; 
recognition  of  thy  total  diaturbance.  The  planned  disturbed  araaa  are 
small.   Tha  total  are"  Id  large  and  wildlife  are  generul.  There  would  ba 
very  faw  aorea  that  do  not  bivo  Dome  wildlife  at  soma  period  of  tho  year. 
Witness  the  antelope  that  wound  up  on  tha  Musselshell  last  spring.  Thoy 
w«ro  luboled  by  a  Fish  and  Game  nan  as   Conodian.  That  would  mean  that 
sometime  during  that  Rovero  winter  thay  uors  on  a  lot  of  ucrcc  botwaon 
UiePH  imd  Cunnda.  Are  they  all  critical? 

Thu  largest  impact  would  probably  be  from  plowing  and  aeeding.  It 
altera  the  forage  more  than  other  troatmenta.  That  Imprict  Id  mentioned, 
but  it  Id  not  mentioned  that  tho  Ecoded  area  for  spring  pasturn  would  allow 
no  Hvoiitook  disturbance  In  n   much  largs-r  area  during  nesting  or  oa]vine  of 
wlld.U.fe.  Theso  are  factors  the  manager  mu.nt  weigh  In  his  dooialons  on  land 
uae.   Soma  of  this  should  bo  shown. 

I  hoHitate  to  criticize  the  altomativos  boeiiuse  1  have  no  good  substi- 
tutes to  offer.   It  Junt  aaems  there  should  ho  some  gonornl  nitomBtivos 
thut  eould  bo  framed  to  give  deeialon  makers  mora  than  one  eholea  or  an  in 
thia  KIS  one  oholco  with  some  site  specific  options  that  con  be  added  onto 


several  items  a 


leatlon  thnt  chould  t 


Puge  3-33  second  column  bottom 

The  Big  Pelt  Mountains  are  mentioned  o 
)  wall  outside  the  area  it  is  questioned. 
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Pane  2-34  I'J^t  paraeraph  xm'^r.r  Watarfoul 

I  am  rathor  fanllior  uil-h  tlin  tuo  oounticu  mentlonod  and  t 
ogri cultural  uorH.  I  So  not  know  of  any  ersat  iimount  of  vctlnwl  drn 
either  for  agricultural  or  other  developmont.  If  ha  referred  to  son 
channel  ohujielnB,  that  h«a  beau  E°ing  ""  rn"-  "  '■eal  ^°"g  pi-rlod.  Hs 
tho  problama  are  from  uurk  dona  30.   m,   or  50  year  oen. 


Refiant  ids: 
revioo  thlo- 


jol.C  In  Valloy  County  should 


Page  2-U     Third  paragraph,   first  aolunm 

A  Etatomont  is  mado  "Later,  with  the  nntlonwide  duprtianlon  of 
the  1930's  many  hoaestBada  "cre  abandoned."     I  think  you  «ill   find  maat 
9    of  the  poop]n  left  the  bntw-.ateads  uoll  beforB  the  n^U'u-     The  drought  of 
1919  ami  low  farm  prions  of  tha  early  1920 'a  did   Lh'^  Job  for  many.     By  the 
1930'i!  many  home bIr ruin  were  owned  by  tha  county,   loati  companies,   neighbors 
^or  abaontao  and  uaad  by  % 


P(it»a  2-ii     Soancry  Quality 

Tha  entire  diacussion  i:;  naturally  vinry  much 
Tho  criteria  and  standards  o<;i)m  based  on  tha   Idoa  man-i 

Page  Z-i6  on   thB  top  parngr^jih  you     '    '      " --'-- 

value."     It  dBpundo  oonouhnt  on  thi 
n  you  state  "OocaEinn"!  famiEti 


oniil  viewpoint, 
thlnfjs  are  bad. 
local  Ecenii: 
iservolr,   but  genornlly  I  would  agroe. 
■lly  do  not 


dograda  the  scene."  I  have  alwnya  thought  thay  could  add  to  tho  ocone  - 
again  with  allounnce  for  condition,  malntgnannc ,  and  plaoe.  In  the  aiicth 
paragraph  you  ftllow  "ranch  houaea  and  fnrniiiteadB  do  not  detract  from  the 
T  am  Etill  of  the  opinion  tlmy  can  add  to  Lhn  scenic  quolity- 
tnea  are  often  considend  an  objaotionubls  intrusion  and  oortalnly 
UluEtrate  a  point.  I  vaa  rnisod  without  power,  and  a  power  line  looked 
real  good  to  us. 

PaBs  3-S5  the  fourth  paragraph  undar  ViBunl  RctioureeE 

This  Illustrates  the  difficulty  of  measuring  wh;it   la  esBantlally 
a  peraonul  opinion.     It  ctotea   Hhe  further  a  subject  is  from  the  vicwrr, 
j^5l    the  1bB3  thft  inpact/oonlrnst."     In  tho  Judith  Basin   the;  aountaina  were  30 
to  60  mllea  away,   hut  they  rnade  the  scene. 

I  Euppoae  liuch  fvoluation  IS  neoeasary,   but  It  surely  ivnkas  on  the 
slant  of  tho  vlBwsr. 

[Pugo  2-46  second  cojiwn,   aeoond  paragraph 
Tha  elovtttlon  for  the  mountains  is  eonAisinH  since   the  Little 
Belts  top  out  over  9,000  and  tho  Snowys  over  R.OOO. 

f  Pago  3-1 

Eth  Aaaunptlon  has  dravn  euoh  criticism,     Mimy  operators  ei^n 
remombBr  whan  much  of  the  Breaks  nrea  was  chaued  uff  and  baro.     It  has 
M  53    taktrn  over  iO  years  to  g«t  a  rBasondbln  control  of  graiinR  which  ic  presant 
nsw.     There  hue  been  a  trsmendaUfl  fECOTory  of  tha  forage  with  the  present 
level  of  Titsr-  or  more.     Ev^n  though   5J  is  h'lrdly  a  measurublo  ehanga  in 
rango,   thuy  and  I  do  not  quite  belieifo  iin  overall  dcwnuiird  trend. 


Page  B-IC  undor  Wildlife. 

Tho  lu.it  adjudication  of  Rraiiing  rights  wiia  about  25  yeara  ftgo, 
and  it  vound  up  a  process  started  in  tho  graalnf;  districts  20  yeoru  before. 
Vith  thla  procecE  and  thn  control  it  hue  eiven  of  livestock  grnaliig,  ua 
have;  seen  a  large  boom  In  doer  population  and  a  bust;  a.  slmiUv  but  leas 
extreme  run  on  tho  antelope  populutloni  a   small  stockine  of  elk  is  now  over 
1,000  head;  a   rocsnt  boom  in  coyot.«  population  has  occurred;   aevernl  n'lLl 
good  bird  years  and  sevaral  thut  were  not;   and  a  prairie  dog  exploaion  that 
has  takun  over  large  aruHB.     Now  we  find  the  llvaatock  graiing  lit  this 
stocking  rate  causiia   "goneral  dEteriorotion  of  range  conrlltion  and  negative 
inpact  on  most  uiltllife  papulations." 


really  neree  rith  io   "Kn  iapaot  on  tho  bliiek- 
iticlpatad."     1  onn   really  accept  that  for  two 


One  at 
footed  fen 
rcoaons: 

1.  Ho  one  has  provHn 

2.  His  main  or  total 
rango  condition  in  the  aroi 
like  poor  range  condition. 

Page  8-1?  undfir  DHScription 

The   trnnBiidouE  amount  of  fencing  is  mentioniitl.     Vfhat  is  not 
inontionDd  Is  that  many  of  tho  fydaral-privato  Innd  boundaries  were  fenced 
nt  one  time.     They  ware  removed  because  thosn  boundariea  were  not  the  placs 
for  management  linoy.      They  formed   trapc  Mil  obstruction  to  good  RraEing 
management.     Other  boundariea  thnt  WHl-f;  not  fenced  were  .".Q  bacauae  tho 
terrain  made  such  fenoine  difficult  or  impossibl'^. 

Page  3-13  undnr  Ulldlifa 

Page  <i-li  under  Wildlife  third  parogrnph 

The  term   "well  blocked  publie  land"  is  questioned.     One   third  of 
tha  areas  in  AWP's  are  state  school  land  or  privately  o>.-n«d.     The  second 
rafaranoo  is   apeclflc  to  the  llrvin  Rldf-.e  vicinity  and  ulll  illustrate   Ihi; 
point,     T  ?.J.  H  R  20  E  that  covora   part  of  Srvin  Rldg^  has  two  blocks  of 
private  land  and  two  of  state  -  none  of  them  touch.     That  la  about  U?  non- 
federal.    T  25  R  R  20  E  hQB  tuo  sections  of  state  land  and  a  privatu  Strip 
that  cuta  almost  through  It.     It  also  figured  out  at  about  li*  otnte  and 
private.      I  do  not  call  that  "large  well  blocked  areas"  although  that  is  a 
judgement  call.     Scattered  and  broken  ownership  pattern  In  a  fact  of  lifn 


Page  B-24  under  Soilo 

iour  Fnill  Lands 

3  years  on  treated  areas." 

12!C  of  the  untreated  for  a 

120,00tj  tons  of  soil  away? 


itudies  B^-ato  "ftlaost  t 
A  later  roport  shovE  i 
ilx  yftar  period.     What 


runoff  during  the  first 
loff  on  treated  sroan  as 
3  );"''-"R  ^°  carry  thi' 


Pace  8-26  second  paragraph,   Esoond  cnlumn 

Rgliln  rnferring  to  tho  »b<jve  r.tudy,    I  acaii 
jrvolru  would  be  the  lack  of  runoff. 


Page  3-6  and  7  under  uat«r  quality. 

There  is  n  prahXwa  I  thought  wna  wpll  rnco(;niseJ  but  is  not 
mentioned.  Thore  are  reservoirs  filled  from  oalino  necp  areau  and  others 
i4  without  enough  dralnaEe  to  rinse  them  out  that  have  a  salty  water  content 
High  enough  to  make  the  livoatock  go  ulflewhere.  They  are  also  seldom  used 
by  ulldlifa.  The  latter  typn  are  caused  by  too  many  years  of  water  in  and 
_^evaporated  out  without  enough  overflow . 

Page  3-9 

EKlsting  livestock  Forage  Praductlvity  went  through  a  lonjthy 
discussion  on  contour  furrows  and  never  mantlonfid  your  BDI  Frail  Lands 
Study  Roport  dine  by  the  ARS.  It  shows  uontourn  on  pan  spots  over  a  oix 
'^  year  period  Ir.ereQsed  total  forngo  to  200  to  260  percent  of  the  cheek. 
Since  this  work  ia  planned  on  very  iiinillar  pan  spots  sites,  it  is  n  litrgc 
itsnL  in  the  discussion.  .Similar  work  out  of  Havre  on  olub  iioss  ia  also 
missinG. 

Pago  3-11  last  paragraph. 

The  write-up  is  confusing  ulnce  you  mention  one  study  in  British 
Columbia,  than  another  in  Kanaas  and  go  hack  to  the  first  without  reference. 
I  even  question  if  either  apply.  Both  are  dona  under  much  higher  preclpita- 
tion  and  both  work  with  large  vlgorouE  bunch  grass  specien-  I  doubt  If  they 
hove  Qiir  pan  npota  sitas,  our  club  mosa  and  graiwtift  vegetation  and  our 
rhlKomatous  wheat  gross.  Vn  could  be  much  ahead  of  their  achodule  or  a  lont; 
way  bohind. 

I'ago  3-15  bottom  nf  ftrat  and  top  of  SBOond  ooluran. 

There  is  a  lot  of  mush  talk  about  the  seeding.  The  largest  amount 
3  planned  becauso  of  thft  CHR  screaming  for  a  late  entry  date.  It  w!is 
Lonncd  in  cooperation  with  the  local  grazing  dletrlct  on  an  area  that  is 
heavily  used  by  stock  and  is  very  lorgoly  owed  by  the  district.   If  dono 
it  will  be  a  crested  vhest  f:m.sa  ceedinf;  for  aorly  season  use  as  the  only 
nU  available  to  aaet  llveatook  naeda  and  the  requent  by  the  CMR. 


prese 


allot 


'  yftpj  ^^'^  °f  ^ba 


,  first  paragraph 


■  forage  produced  and 
-d  to  justify  "computl 
certain  planL  npocles 


thn  forage  use  factoru  remain  the  s 
for  food".  Are  you  refarrlns  to  co 
should  you  hflVe  aftld  competition  fo 

Piige  A-34  undar  Plowing  and  Seeding 

Again  thla  lu  back  to  the  East  Indian  Suite  seeding.  It  i.i  a 
attempt  to  uao  o  heavily  impacted  area  Co  provide  spring  grmlng.  Sine 
it  iE  70*  private  and  district  land.  It  Is  a  cooporetivo  propoF.al  and  a 
large  ahrire  of  the  responsibility  rcsta  with  the  people  of  the  area.  1 
would  not  have  been  considereid  or  proposed  except  for  the  7  &  WS  insist 
on  a  lata  date  of  entry. 

Page  R-1  to  i 

I  find  it  a  hit  unrealistic 
uO=utiuj.ication"  wera  on  tho  wildlife  s 
opinions  to  airpress? 


Mn 


Ject  r^-ojoct  Advisory  Cou 


Piign  ft-1   necend  parafjraph  under  Sells 

Again  I  find  the  glooniy  foreuaet  of  downward  trend  a  bit  out  of 
Una.      Many  operators  aliio  question   how  it  hjis  oomo   fron   bjire  ground   in  the 
Qld-thirtloc  to  the  present  grass  condition  all  under  such  duclinlnj; 
condition;;. 

Page  3-10  under  'Jegetatlon 

Again  the  gloony  forecaat  which  my  }0  yr.arti  experience  in  the  area 
find  hard  to  cuallou  aa  do  many  long-tlm':  Ofwnitors.  Such  statemonts  as  aro 
found  at  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph,  "Lass  desirable  plant  opoolco  uoald 
increase  within  Dioat  of  the  non-AHF  allotments."  Another  in  tho  fourth  para- 
graph oays  "Range  presently  in  good  to  excellent  condition,  but  in  o  downward 
trend,  would  continue  to  delarloralo- "  Hou  did  they  ever  got  into  good  to 
excellent  conditions  under  cuch  roprnsal 
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#3y 


Allotment  managcmont  plai 
Wildlife  Hefuqo  boundary 
coordination  with  tho  aC 
Fish  and  Wililllfo  SQrvici 
philosophiea  between  the 
physically  separate  tho  two  jurisdii 
luid  bo  done  only  where  specific 


long  the  Charlei 


I  the  1 


yull  NatiDTial 
11  not  be  implemented  without  cloae 
ted  livestock  operators  and  the  U.S. 
Because  of  different  management 

lay  be  necessary  to 

.n  salected  area.i.   This 

managen 


ing 


1  agencies  differ  and  cooperative  effort   

accominodatQ  tha  objectives  of  the  respective  agencies-  Tf  fi 
between  jurisdictions  ir.  neot-ssary,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
has  indicates  that  it  would  occur  only  where  practical  from  a 
construction  and  maintenance  standpoint.  When  the  refuge  mnnage- 
ment  plan  is  complotE  in  raid-1980  and  specific  Tnanagement  goals  a; 
identified  by  location  on  the  refuge,  cooperation  between  the  two 
agencies  can  take  place  on  detailed  management  activities. 


!42 

The  "No  Action"  ulternaiivc-  is  required  by  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act.   This  a] Lernative  serves  sb  the  basalinf  for 
determining  the  existing  situation,  the  point  from  which  ail 
impacts  are  measured.   The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  determined 
that  this  alternative  must  clearly  assume  no  new  actiona.   It  wa; 
designed  as  though  the  existing  situation  was~frozen.   If  this 
alternative  had  assuwed  graziny  management  which  included  such 
activity  as  revision  of  existing  AMPs  or  initiation  of  new  AMPn, 
would  no  jonger  have  bcien  a  "No  Action"  alternative. 


s  of  comploi 
the  descrif 


The  Big  Belt 
them  should  i 
the  DES. 


H7 


deleted  from  the  la; 


Although  most  drainage  and  [i^hnnnr..!  work  in  Tergu.s  and  Petroleum 
counties  was  done  aoveral  yearn  ago,  there  is  still  some  going  on 
and  the  statement  in  the  paragraph  in  queation  is  still  valid. 
Major  channel  changes  were  recently  made  on  private  lands  along 
Sprinrj  Creek  and  the  drainage  of  wetlands  asaociated  with  saline 
seep  problcraa  occurs  annually  on  private  lands  in  these  counties. 
The  Natural  Stream  Bed  and  Land  Preservation  Act  of  197S  will 
prevent  indiscriminate  alterations  of  aquatic  habitats  since 
authorization  for  drainage  must  be  made  by  Conservation  QiBtrlctS- 


3  valid.   The  dead  wolf  was  tound  in  Valley  County 
after  the  DES  was  written.   The  third  full  paragraph  on  page  2-36 
should  be  changed  to  read  as  follows: 


"It  is  poss 

A  dead  wolf 

1978.   [Mon 

have  been  several  probabit 

in  northern  Phillips  and  i 

197H.   As  of  yet,  however 


fithii 


the 


that  this  species  occurs  within  Che  ES  area- 
found  In  northern  Valley  County  in  October 
Outdoors,  Vol.  U,  No.  1,  pagci  9),   There 

gs  of  wolves  by  B[,H  employeei 
n  Valley  counties  since  late 
are  no  reported  observation; 


M9 


Thi 


I  following  changes 
■n  page  ?.-4J  of  the  DE 
hould  read,  "Changes 
ions,  rising  farm  pri 
reate  the  last  major 


I  that  same  pa:  ,  , 
"Many  farmers  and  ranchers  found  it  ni 
land,  A  short  respite  came  in  the  lal 
depression  of  the  19303  forced  oonsidi 
vers  of  the  previous  decadi 


ihould  be  made  in  the  second  full  paragraph 
i.   The  first  sentence  in  that  paragraph 
.n  the  Homestead  Act,  good  climatic  condi- 
iSB,  and  railroad  promotion  all  helped  to 
" "'     '  people  into  the  ES  i 


IT/ 


hould  read  as  follows, 
:es3ary  to  abandon  the 
!  192ns,  but  the  r 
'able  numbers  of  t 


It  is  not  feauible  to  maxim; 
on  Che  public  lands.  Multij 
between  the  various  resource 
on  ont!  resource  results  in  i 
another.   Alternative  C  v 


le  all  resource  uses  at  all  Incatioi 
Le  use  management  requires  tradeoff: 
values  and  often  increased  emphasi: 
corresponding  reduction  in  emphasi; 
sloped  using  factors  which 


increased  emphasis  on  watershed  and  wildlife  resources.  Alti 
tive  C  provides  a  moohanism  for  comparing  this  shift  of  empl 
with  the  existing  situation  and  the  Other  alternatives.  Thi 
decisionmaker  will  review  the  consequences  of  this  altemaf 
and  have  the  Option  of  using  portions  of  it  in  hia  decision. 

Early  spring  U3e,  whan  leaves  of  important  forage  species  ai 
inches  tall,  will  result  in  good  weight  gain  per  animal,  Ci 
production  per  acre  is  higher,  however,  when  grazing  begins 
flower  stalks  are  in  low-boot.  Also,  forage  production  per 
is  even  greater  when  flower  atallcs  are  in  raid-boot,  which  is 
generally  towards  the  end  of  May  for  green  needlogracs  and  t 
bunch  whcatgrass. 


-,   would  be  lea- 


It  is  true  that  uco  of  secondary  ; 

lower  level  of  liveatOak  use  for  the  unused  pasture  in  a  rest 

rotation  system. 

Initial  stocking  levels  as  proposed  within  an  AMP   do  take  into 
account  the  existing  forage  available  for  wildlife  utiliKation 
and  watershed  maintenance.   In  those  areas  where  studies  have 
indicated  significant  areas  in  critical  or  severe  erosion  condi- 
tion, reflecting  in  part  vegetation  cover  eignificantly  reduced 
from  that  which  is  potential,  an  additional  reduction  in  livesCot 
utilization  would  allow  for  increased  vegetation  cover  and  would 
facilitate  improvument  in  erosion  condition. 


Reductions  baaed  on  the  type  and  amount 
included  in  each  allotment  would  benefi- 
significantly  because  of  increased  amoui 
for  wildlife  and  increased  residual  covi 


m 


wildlife  habitat 
rtually  all  wildlife 
of  forage  available 
or  nesting  and  protec- 


The  emphasis  of  Alternative  D  is  to  develop  livestock  forage 
its  maxirauni  potential.  A  primary  objective  of  the  vsgetatlor 
treatments  postulated  is  to  increase  forage  production  this 
increasing  the  livestock  grazing  capacity.  Although  an  inert 
in  forage  will  provide  benefits  for  other  resource  values,  m; 
mization  of  forage  for  livestock  is  clearly  the  goal  of  Altei 
tive  D,  thus  the  title  "Livestock  Forage  'Maximization." 


Slble  to  obtain.  Tho   adage 
beholder"  clearly  applies  to 
However,  an  analysis  of  impai 
in  an  environmental  stateinen 
and  present  the  analyi 


lal  ] 
raanageirent  system  { 
the  Bureau  throughout 
analysis  of  a  difficu: 


The 


this  analysis  is  t 

■  "beauty  is  In  the 

■  evaluation  of  vlsi 
to  visual  resources  is  necessary 
Every  attempt  was  made  to  develop 
al  resources  using  a  meaningful 

■aluation  tool.   The  BLM'-:  visual  reso 
plained  in  Appendix  B  of  the  DES) 
Lion  and  has  proven  a  valid 
important  Cac«t  of  the  envi 


that 


I   rela' 


perceive,  i.e..  too  far  away  to  see  easily, 

change  experienced  by  the  viewer  is  less&nei 

the  DES  refers  to  range  improvements.   The  : 

on  page  3-35  should  be  changed  to  read  as  follows:   "Tl 

a  range  ir„provemont  project  is  from  the  viewer,  the  le: 

contrast  which  is  perceived  by  that  viewer." 


"The  mountains  include  the  Little  B.^lc  Mountains  (9,200 
feet),  the  Highwood  Mountains  [7,700  feet),  the  Big  and 
Little  Snowy  Mountains  (3,700  feet),  tha  North  and  South 
Moccasin  Mountains  (5,000  feet],  the  Judith  Mountains 
(6,400  feet),  and  the  Little  Rockies  (5,700  feet)." 


light  decrease  in  productivity   if 
d    is: 


The  rationn 
no  changes 

e  for  proj 
n  grazing 

ecting  -.i    si 
n.anac)f..ment 

1.   NO  rev 

defioloncie 

a  ion 

of  e 

xisting  AMP 

2.    No  adj 
accurately 

alanc^aia 

liable  fora 

3.   The  harmful 
still  be  present 

effects  of  conti 
in  many  allounen 

■onlong  grazing  would 
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esfl 


Thi;  problem 
tions  above  that  which  can  be  used  1 
exist  in  tho  Missouri  Breaks  area, 
aie  affected.   The  high  salinity  rof 
through  highly  saline  marine  Ghales. 
contain  nearly  as  high  salt  concent: 

All  of  Che  affected  reservoirs  were 
Chat  the  BLM  was  staffed  with  persol 
watQE  quality  conditions. 


ine  water  in  concentra- 
vestock  and  wildlife  does 
stimated  10-14  reservoirs 

from  ground  water  seepage 
rfaoe  runoff  does  not 


,©1  to  compute  1 


New  reservoirs  are  cc 
the  runoFf  will  be  ai 
BliM  cannot  be  1004  a\ 
in  this  highly 
the  enginesrini. 

greatly  el 


S55 


th. 


d  wai 


uctod  based  upon  i 
tiinates  of  the  wai 

3f  the  new  reser: 
ronment  will  have  good  v 
quality  input  prior  to  i 
the  chances  that  they  \ 


The  frail  Lands  Study  Report  by  the  Science  and  Education  Admin- 
istration does  show  up  to  a  260%  increase  o£  herbage  production 
on  furrowed  sites.   The  6  years  of  data  collection  were  19fiB- 
1974.   "Vegetation  Kesponse  to  Contour  Furrowing"  (Wight  et  al, 
197B)  updates  this  data  with  an  8-year  average,  l9Ga-1976.   Thia 
research  is  referenced  on  page  B-26  of  the  DBS.   The  research  at 
the  Havre  Experiment  Station  relative  to  clubmoss  is  excellent 
supporting  information,   "Clubmoss  on  Montana  Rangelands"  indi- 
cates that  mechanical  control  of  clubmoss  caused  significant 
increases  in  yield  and  percent  ground  cover  of  perennial  grasses 
and  sodges  and  could  reduce  clubmoss  infestations.  An  addendum 
to  this  effect  has  been  made  to  pages  3-9  and  B-26  of  the  DES. 


«5G 


Stud 

es  are  not  necessarily 

ions 

as  pointed  out.   However, 

to  changes  in  range  condi- 

projections  are  based  on 

a  on 

39  allotments,  and  available 

The  British  Columbia  and  Kansas 
representative  of  Montana  cOndi 
they  do  provide  information  rel. 
tion  over  time.  The  range  cond 
professional  judgment,  trend  dati 
literature  references. 


s  correct  that  the  proposed  seeding  is  on  the  west 
f  the  East  Indian  Butte  allotment  (2001).  The  first  sen- 
in  the  fourth  full  paragraph  on  page  3-17  should  be  changed 


thl»  Bltcrnative  is  presented  as  an  analytical  tool  and  lo  not 
considered  a  realistic  management  option.  Also  see  response  to 
comment  1143, 


t62 

It  is  true  that  tha^e   are  no  townships  in  the  ES  area  that  are 
entirely  federal  land.   However,  there  are  two  townships  in  Valley 
County  that  haye  no  private  land  {but  the  usual  two  sections  of 
State  land)  and  there  are  townships  elsewhere  including  the  two 
referred  to  in  Blaine  County  that  include  relatively  few  private 
inholdings  and  thus  are  well  blocked  compared  to  the  gt^nerally 
scattered  public  ownership  throughout  the  ES  aren.   The  first 
sentence  in  the  second  full  paragraph  On  page  B-14  should  be 
Changed  to  read-   "Because  of  the  comparatively  well  blocked 
federal  ownership  in  the  vicinity  of  Ervin  Ridge  in  southern 
Blaine  County,  there  would  he  relatively  little  fencing  in  that 
area." 

#63 

Erosion  estimates  were  based  on  a  worst  case  situation  involving 
bare  disturbed  ground  of  nearly  level  to  gently  sloping  terrain. 
High  iiltonsicy  rain  storms  were  considered  as  a  driving  force  in 
soil  translocation.  Sedimentation  in  reservoirs  was  estimated 
in  a  similar  fashion.  As  Indicated,  studies  have  revealed  con- 
siderably less  erosion  loss  and  associated  sedimentation  from 
areas  treated  by  contour  furrowing - 


See  response  to  oomment  S57. 


#6G 

Conventional  references  from  literature  were  used  in  the  wildlife 
sections  wherever  possible.   However,  in  the  course  of  the  analy- 
sis, a  number  of  questions  arose,  answers  to  which  were  not  avail- 
able in  the  literature.   in  these  cases,  the  opinions  and  conclusii 
of  biologists  farniliar  with  the  e3  area  were  sought  and  cited  as 
personal  communications. 


LUi  jLliiii^  iilU 


accordingly.   It  is  the  west  side  of  the  allotment  that  has  most 
of  the  sage  grouse  habitat.   It  should  be  noted  that  over  two- 
thirds  of  the  proposed  plowing  and  seeding  is  Oil  private  land 
(G,290  acres  out  of  9,420  acres).   The  rationale  for  the  seeding 
is  to  provide  early  spring  livestock  forage  and  thus  allow  for  a 
deferred  turn-out  date  on  the  native  range  which  includes 
CMR  lands. 


onlong  grazing  ii 
or  improvernent  oi 
niormation  is  liT 
lh  at  least 


practiced,  little  oppor- 

the  selectively  grazed 

ted    to    39   existing   AMPa 

ig  cycle,   we  do  r 


tunity  is  availabli 

sites,   Kange  treni 

that  have  gOne  thn.  _  ..      .   . 

have  trend  data  which  suggests  a  downward  trend  on  good 

excellent  ranges.   However,  where  trend  is  downward,  it  will 

probably  continue  under  the  no  action  alternative.   The  text  i 

page  B-IO  should  bo  corrected  to  read:   "Ranges  in  a   downward 

trend  would  continue  to  deteriorate."   The  phrase  "presently  ' 

good  to  excellent  condition"  should  be  deleted. 


Fluctuations  in  wildlife  populations  do  not  necessarily  indicate 
a  positive  influence  of  grazing  upon  those  populations.   A9  dis- 
cussed in  response  to  comment  SS,  there  are  many  factors  that 
influence  deer  populations.   The  situation  is  similar  for  other 
wildlife  species. 

One  of  the  assumptions  of  the  impact  analysis  was,  "available 
livestock  forage  (expressed  in  AUMs)  on  proposed  AMP  areas  would 
decrease  nearly  5*  from  existing  levels  without  the  proposed 
action  by  the  year  2000."   (See  assumption  NO.  8  on  page  3-1.) 
Any  change  in  habitat  condition  will  benefit  some  wildlife  specie: 
and  adversely  impact  others.   However,  iust  as  a  net  positive 
impact  on  wildlife  populations  was  predicted  primarily  from 
improvements  in  range  condition  due  to  the  proposed  action,  a 
negative  impact  On  wildlife  is  predicted  if  range  oonditions  are 
allowed  to  deteriorate. 


Fencing  of  all  publii 
cause  the  problems  oi 


-i.    '>-J}l^ 


-itxi'.dA,    i.rivate  lunds   'iTji  atatu  laiils  3u,-ari..B.      hom:   oi;  the   ot-iur  naps 
^nL-.i   all  l:iiila  to-atii^r  oiU  is   su«e  .■la.can    Kiioy  talja   in  whalo  C-mititis. 
i-'&i>  a-tvlo,    o:i   ti'.o  Mi-ip  iilKiwlriG  Male    J,oai-  uaaiti^t,    liiioy  oovor  uvoivbo.Jy's 
l.'\n.i.      It   isn't  a;iy  Dur.J.nusa   of  tho   aLi-i  u:'  anycnu  else  whstlniS'  oui'  dou.luJ 
l;^„i   13  Mulo  dear  hablCfit  oi>  eiilrwu)ili  hasit^tt.      Oil  '-'a.-ie  do  It  says  niilo 
ilDir  poi^'U-ltiiin  haa    -ohs   dyw.i  3±ncc-   tiio  mil-sOis    a.i.l   iilvn^'ra  nut  jura,   but 
u.iink  it   U   .hiG    Co  droutli   unii  coiuietin.-j  ■,:iE:i  lIvu(;Lool'.  i'oi'  Tooa.      ih.cuvor 
;™t   tils    iutib  IflloE  atatUi.isnt   ii-i  ho.-o   3;in  .li  ata.nd  up  ao   u.ji.-iauiw   ci-uia 
t^:e  .lis  picture.     Jop  novo.-.Ll  jour-^  r-.-^.-.  1/57  an  ^■■'^m  eolil  u,-Ul  .U;..i  h'uit- 
ii:;;  liceiLsng  nii  Jot;.  auxoa   o.f  Juor  .u-ltij,    -i-.ey  out  tho  ^tnjulatir.:-;  Irj  :\t 
leaal;  3/;^.     Afsur  they  cub  the  hunt.U:,^  lioenees   -i-^ir.)   lu  v/li-rc   ^iiuy  snouia 
be,   poi3oni:L3  Oi'  ooyotafl  ins   oto.  pod  by  ejcuuLitiva  ordur  and  t...i   u-jyocos 
.lavfj  ::illci   L.u    laoi>  fListov   Cl:ui-.  t^ie  d.-jc's  can  ralflo    tlien.      .Ju  ima  -^  oai 
di'outa  ?..i  I'i-Jl   iL/id  novav  h^d  tu-iDt'iei-  o.^o  -.inCll   1977   tiiHl  tiiuru   liiii't   m 
,.i,Tn/  iivtiusocl:  <y.i.  tuo  n^aisa  -.loi;  -o-a    i;;wi'o  t.-i.^  wlia.i  wo  had  1      tiifHi-s   as 
MOJiy  aaai".      ms"/  cay  in  (uiol;;i«r  ,-laotf  in   thi.i    jliS  draft,    that  in   tlieir 
'oulnion,    if  all   tUu   llvusttiol:  v;a2   t^vlien  oi'i'  of   tho   ■■■i.i  ;o,    t:-.e    '.^Jio  --.-lad 
,10    J^uot   iniirunau    aJ.  ;niJ'lcantiy,      This    i;:    a^luEnur   .'(ilaa    atatoviuiili.    Iil    ir;ia 
first  riacti,    ■;.'.:  ..e    ■'.j;.-l  l.ivoiitocl;  :ion'fc  e-t  :;!■...   aana   f.jod  ari.l  aa  io.::;  M 
t.-iu  a-j-j-jtca  l;ill   nnJ  e:it    tljE   -j'-'^u   'lu  f  ..s6  i.i    Uioy  ara    ooni,    ;,v..to.i    Wiay 
■A:.'ii   ilo'r.:^,    t:>.e7  "ill    tovur  InovBuss  ir  the^'a  i-Jcro  uuvur  anotiiiof  huor  of 
iiveatoci:  •.^■.    lijiu  r.".;".'!e.      'Xliey  ,.:ont>.  n  t.iat  riuioU  hrinaos   and  fi^^o-.'.atu^.lu 
■^■•j   aCLt^tni'fli  tiiro'i.;Uout  \^io   a.'ju  ll-i.!   f.iat   t.  oao   iatrLialuiie   ai'e   '-iDt  ao 
axta-ciaivo  as  to  4=;;i'!ide   tiio   visual  scene  siirdi'luLUitly.     Aa  .'Uiio   af    Uiuao 
buildinjs   ni'c  on  liLVl  land  thu;;  ai'e   no.;Q  Oi'   li'.wlr  hviaiuoaa   aiiii  aiiur.ljnit 
oe  .-loiiUiorifl',!.      T.^o;/   fail    to  any  v.'hnt  i-'UI    ■■.a.viic:i   ij:  ■■■j-lI'  buildi,i,ia  dL- 
buther  the  visual  scone,    ijut  wn  havs   a  /-rotty    ,;uoJ   idaa.      It  iia!-:ss   ajuut 
■  1.=!   ■.-.UG)!   sonna    -M    i" f   we   uhoi.il.i   .talc    the   Gov't.    Co   c-;iU<;.Ui   a  mo:!'.':   hiAVSO 
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lii  i:own  beo5usu  lila  Iwuoe 
bOiiind  his  howao.  lliai-g  n 
in  t;ii!   r.roa  uou  oi>  ill   I'-iia 


uopa  uu   n-oii[  sseiiif-  a  doj;  rii;ht  in   tho   nlluy 
ini.ad  not  bo   an;.'  moro  wiidernssa   ioB?.5r!iii;ciJ 
I'utLiro.     Joiiit  taliii  ono  acre  out  or  i^ro duct. lor 


Id 


to  inal:e  jjlaj-  .■jrO'^rt-i  for  duril  beats.  Ti-.o/  ;ieiition  iiow  nuch  mtjiioy  wo  maJ: 
aiid  3iiena  cind  liovj  much  impact  th^t  ua.:;  on  tjie  loo.il  oconoijiy.  Wu  didJiMi 
loiou  that  tho  ai.vomit  01'  raonu;;  wc  iiaJ[o  i:;i3  itr^jua-l'j  > s   tnielncaa   out  oui's   cuj 

;ii=  ms.      'nicy  ricuroa  uu;-  :iut   ir.o'xia not  oui-    'fiosB.      Wu  ..lidw  plnnty 

of  S;io!'iB'„-  bud  -,je  doni'v  ,;ut    tc  fiji^QP  UaiviJ.y  ^ij-iy  ol'  it.      it   is   ;iii  ui'    that 
iioKoy  t;\at  i.'a  iiavu    Lv  aiiond  that  holies    i:.-.a  ioo.-ii  econcgi;/.      Tills  vi; 
i:itij:itioiiaiiy    1..;   .idlce    it   Iooj:   iilco    "iie   public   cjulU    pC   ;ilon-  witi 
iocoJ.   Uv.ii  Q'.inei's   j'Oiil  SLiny.      i'.-.la    j;iuiiia  by   c::iai::;od  n^   buIb   thin; 
l.ooi:   -,  li^tl>J   hoiicrjt.      Wc   .rciiiiiu    tliut    Un    t;3   tha    3LM  fl.Kiltlf;   out    aocotid 
juat  in  a  law  oult  i;il;.>,   tho   CoviimuiiiHta,    tji^y  vera  i'orcad   t'-  nalw    i.hsne 
ilS,    out  uu  don't  -alr.U  thay  uuro  xOrcod  ta  ^iiia.~Oii-oai;ut  o.ivig   tnin,;u   wl' 
aii.l  MS  doubt  t!i.-it    the  BLl'i  vmi:   I'arcui  t'.i   Litiliwe  loc^l   ..eopleis  jirivatu 
laiid  :iiid   tliolr  bulldinf^n  01"  liov;  nucn  tw.io-j   t:ic.-   liia^M    vid  upend.      After 
jil  t;iis   isn't  ariipuiaod  tij    ha  Hi.ia:iiu  yot.      It  .leams    i.iiat  i 

T..0  Tientio.1  tha  a.dvai'HB  inptict    tiiat  ths  ;>sq>)1g   "oi-"-.";  to  anc! 
1lu:-1s  Uavo   :jn  ua  I'jcal  iiUiU  oir.iora.      We    invc  t.J   j-aiiow   tl.ai  i   tiii'ou.iili  LUid 
slvjt    -ritaa    ciioy  Iciivo  uijun.      IJe  havo    t.i  yic!:  u!'    tlicir  or.ipty  boor  cana   alii 
po;'  botfclaa  ^..d  iuriLi.j  tjifs   huntiii;.;  suaaoa  im  liava    ta  Kend.  die  foncHa    tiioy 
ciit.      ijince   tha    Jopt.    nl  Int.    cosi'ii    jB't  tiiaui  ontj  ..ublic   laiid  wlliiioufc    thon 
croD3lr..i  aoneona'a  yrlvato  lanJ,    l-'iu   i,.;>nct  oUoxu.-;  o=  uuiitionod.      Also, 
t.ie  iUot  tliat  alnoBt  avgi-y  'jaar  the  Icca!,   atncii^^or.  ^lava   to    -.a   tj   a.jine 
lioal'i;,':   to   diifcnd   thiJir.aillveB    a.l^ai-iat    j;ia   b^'i^io:'    or   ot:ior   oi'   t:ia   JSi^t.    of 
l;;t.     Tiioy  cee^i  t.-j   crBirai"    ^■--  --avo   thuiin  iiCQti:i.-;a  in  i;".iis  apriil;;  lii   .jad 
ijaitliji"  aJiA  Vr'heii  eva.'yono   lo    uuay  calvin-;  or  l:iiibiiv;  ao  aa  f^iW  ao    i^Dinlbio 
-..■ill  shov;  u:.'   E^   idfu:i.i   tliav.iaclvoa.      Eio   iiipact    L;;lo   ic  havM-.j  auouli  also 
bo  nontionul.      I.'   Slw  Bi'l^  orm't  ..iai:e   on  uiivlroi:..ioncal   i;ij)aut  EtaCer.wnt 


di-ai't 

j.Lt  r  lilod 

uollo 


RESPOtJSE   TO   IJAVE   HUSTON 


In  ocdor  to  analyze  ifnpaota  and  present  the  deci.siomiiakor  with 
an  adequate  evaluation  of  the  consequences  of  various  options, 
it  is  nece=isary  to  consider  the  characteristics  of  private  as 
well   aa   public    land.       It    is   not   BLM's    intention   to   placH   addi- 


(t69 

The  wildlife  analysis  of  tho  no  yra' 
of  tha  DES  states,  "In  the  short  te: 
implementation  of  this  alternative, 
would  benefit  from  increased  vegeta' 
forage."  In  areas  where  the  public  land 
parcels,  there  would  be  long-te; 

!   of  diverse  habitat  that  would  be  created 


ig  alternative  an  page  8-13 
(<^niphasiu  added)  following 
my  spociog  oC  wildlife 

;ity  and  available 
lattereii  In  small 
benefits  to  wildlife  due  to  the 
However,  if 

le  were  removed  from  relatively  large  blocks  of  public  land, 
vagetational  succession  would  proceed  toward  climax  types  that 
ire  Hub-optimal  for  many  wildlife  Species  ■  .  .  The  net  result 

Id   be   population   levels    for   most   Sffucies    SlinHTTy "or   moderately 

...  ^   —  -  ' — "- "^^  "   ■  ■■;  considerably  below  the 

to  meet  wildlife  needs." 
.ysis  are  cited  on  page 


- [emphasis 

levels  poBsiUle  when  grazing  i: 
Several  raferonces  that  auppon 


See  response  i 


The  BLM  is  required  by  Section  603  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  to  inventory  and  identify  those  public  lands  having 
wilderness  characteristics  as  defined  in  the  Wilderness  Act.  The 
entire  process  must  he  complete  by  October  21,  1991. 


J 


with  a  lot  ..vji'cj  truth,  a  loi 
l,t  r.ione  i'os.'Qtt  ahuim  i';;n  i 
•i.na  i'ibur  rcir  Liiu  "Hation  ti 
■,,0-ald  bu  bD^Cut'  oiT   ;i,f  all  < 

V/ard  oataiosa  uoi'e  x 


I  local  afjcb.iaa  th.ai:  ai-c  pr.iduoi.i;3  I'ood 
1  thoy  -iRvo  ill  tills  one,  the^:  tuu  liati^m 
liiio  i.i.  act  ata:-.a:ivQ,n;s  auei!  aa  tula  cjho 
n'ivoya  '^i-j  uue;i  t:in  sninu  -.rXJ    CiiC  .jU  hcjntcovui'y 


1  impact  analysis  wue  baaed  on  gross 
livestock  income  figures.  Also  see  response  to 
believe  that  knowledge  of  the  economic  iosaes  o 
from  implamentation  of  the  proposed  action  or  a 
critical  element  in  the  decisionmaking  process, 
analyaiB  was  based  on  countywide  income  figures 
present  confidential  personal  income  data. 


Public  meetings  are  a  critical  component  of  the  public  involvement 
process.   Because  of  tight  time  schedules  for  completion  of  the  ES 
and  tho  need  for  sufficient  advance  notice  of  the  meetings,  the 
available  meeting  dates  fall  during  a  period  of  poor  weather  when 
many  ranchers  were  calving  or  lambing.   However,  when  attendance 
at  the  meetings  was  not  possible,  all  interested  parties  had  an 
opportunity  to  comment  in  writing  during  a   52-Cay   publ.io  comment 
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CJ^jiAj  If,    /97  f  ■ 


RESPONSE  TO  IBEN'E  R.  PAKER 


^^ML'd--^^'-^^  y-^  -^^  -^^^  -^^^A-L/iA^feiy . 


l^-t^LA,4j^  ^i^4^  i''^~dti-f<0 


.Art.  /fc/'/.  cy^i.^c/^;,,,,,,,,,  „._/ 


rtjx.  ^.-f-f  ■*,.-. A.,  t. 


/  ■     ,y  ■ 


/, -?/,..  ^.-f-f  ■*..- .A.,  t.j^  /.  <-<:.A  x,.-.K./^-.. y..-..-.  ^..^«. 


^-^O-C-    ^^'■jf         -/i^-tti^.  ^.J^.^,.  ■ 


.ilM       ¥Ajf     /1^-M  :  --J 


^;.iA..  .„«<.  .,...„  «... 

^;i^,(  /Ae  ^14., .<<!.<'  ,iA<-y.  .  -   -    ,;•   :  ^ 


iA.- ..<«<, -<,....„  y.<<..t  r/.'  /.-.r.1. /i-s,y.,..,f.//.. 
,.//■■■? 


—18- 


/! — r^»_  ^A-'V/,,    a'>e«.<3.-'-  ■    ///<'./'  ^^-i*-^  ^-ij^.)!*- «  jT^/- . 


^<v.  fret  4^.-^^->-:;  ^<'— ^  "■-•*'  ^'^■■''^  '^■^■'"'■' 


-f/!.,^cf  ~^'!^^-  /^^'^^  ^'^^  ^-'^u^  ,;^-''' 


RKSl-QMSE  TQ  MELVIN  TH0^b^5 


It  is  trutr  that  much  of  the  private  land  in  the  ES  area  is 
important  to  deer  and  that  many  management  efforts  by  farmers  and 
ranchers  benefit  deer  and  other  wildlife.   Also  see  ruaponac  to 
comment  il. 

In  many  areas,  propec  gracing  tnanagement  ifi  compaCible  with  and 
even  beneficial  to  deer  populations.   However,  this  is  not  always 
the  003e,   For  example,  moderate  to  heavy  grazing  in  traditional 
doer  wintering  areas  reduces  the  amount  of  shrub  vegatation 
available  to  deer  during  the  critical  winter  period  and  often 
results  in  lower  deer  populations.   The  placement  o£  reservoirs 
in  or  near  such  habitats  can  also  be  detrimental  to  dot-r.   Thus, 
part  of  the  proposed  action  discussed  in  th^  DES  could  have 
adverse  effect  on  some  deer  populations. 

#77 

The  BLM  Resource  Area  Manager  and  his  staff  have  contacted 
Mr.  Thomas  in  an  attempt  to  resolve  his  concerns  regarding  the 
AMP  proposed  on  his  allotment.   Discussions  are  continuing  on 
the  subject  AMP.   Some  modifications  in  the  AMP  as  propoocd  may 
result  from  these  discuasions. 


mMMtll!L.atj!= 


"I " 


.It 


:^ 


lw=^.i/ 


c<Jv  Z^"  ^^-^-^  .^Y-i^z.„ 


£^,,  a.^  tf^^ Ji  tJ^    "^  <^-J^  * 


fjjiiS  ■O-k.'-^i 


..  rfAilUe."-^    I 


/it^    -i-T7-»?7.aS' 


,41  < CA/IJ'1'<<         , 
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filch  Protlears 
1033  HreckonridEO 
Holonn,  KT  S9M1 


Door  Hr.  ZaldlicsT 

Thaiik  you  Tor  thin  opportunity  to  coauent  on  tho  Draft  Miaaouri 
Braako  Gro»;i.tm  Environnontol  Statanant.  Havina  prepftrad  this  doaumont, 
you  no  doubt  know  that  few  individuals  can  offord  tho  tlrao  it  would 
toko  to  adoquatoly  nddroaa  the  main  topics  covorad  In  tho  ntotenont. 
Thus,  I  hopB  you'll  forElvo  bo  Tor  lisltlng  ny  coaunentH  to  ona  conoam, 
aiboit  o  majoi-  one:   voRotation, 

Your  table  of  contents  au^^ooto  thot  voRatotlon  lo  indoed  o  pcln- 
clpnl  concnrn.   However.  It  turns  out  Chat  ouch  of  the  wr-ltlng  In  the 
vegetation  Btjctlons  ia  on  the  theoretical  cliiwut  voRotation,  range 
aitBE.  landrorma,  and  other  related  toplcQ,  One  h.irdly  knowH  onythine 
of  the  vocetatlon  in  your  ES  area  aftflr  hovlnE  read  tho  diBCUDolonn, 


But  e 


•  Environnent 


ainco  for  the  n 


,t  part  the  cllnoa  vegetation  for-  tho  area  ia  not 
presont  as  o  raault  of  your  proposed  actions,  and 
haa  not  been  there  alnce  the  dayn  of  the  buffnlo^if  aver — I  think  your 
preoeoupntion  with  clljuax  vo£ntatlon  is  inappropriate.  In  addition, 
there  lu  little  use  for  yeur  cllnax  ideas  at  the  nllotment  raonajionflnt 

You  published  a  Mip  called  "Cliaax  Plnnt  Cooununitlon."  Tho  ncnla 
la  unopocifloil.  but  thia  sap  waa  orlRlnolly  publishoil  at  a  ncnla  of 
111, 000, 000.   ThlB  aoalo  la  ontlroly  inappropriato  to  on  onvlronmental 
Btatament.  like  youra,  apart  froa  the  fact  tho  vcMtation  ia  not  in 
fact  mappnd.   When  we  oxaoilne  the  legond  of  thin  "Cliiiifli  Vogotdtion  Hop," 
we  find  not  plant  asaoclationa  but  raneo  olteo.   Who  is  fooling  "hoiii? 
Ia  tlila  your  Idea  of  dnscrlbinfi  the  environment  with  roFjpnot  to  veeetatlon? 
A  one  to  a  ailllon  mop  of  ranao  oiteo?  ^our  nap  of  rongc  condition  also 
Oonvoya  little  information.   It  would  be  far  aon   oonurliiE  to  Inum  that 
you  know  the  vogototlon  of  thn  land  you  adainlator.  and  that  you  hod 
__Bi«ppod  It  for  manBEonicnt  purpoaoB. 

Your  aoction  ontitlod  "Vegetation  Typ«o  and  Speeiea  Coupon Itl on" 
certainly  offerod  boom  proBiso.   But  It  turns  out  thot  tho  unitH  uro 
ill-definod  on  the  basis  of  "aop<ict"  and  that  apocien  coopoaitlon  tthio 
term  inplloQ  a  good  deal  moro  than  a  non-quant it-itiv a  and  ovon  ni'bitrttry 
Hot  of  o  few  plonto)  Ic  not  aerloualy  nddj-eaaed.   In  ohort,  tho  unite 
■X*  vogue  and  brond.  and  there  la  no  evidence  to  provn  that  thoy  daeeribo 
the  vegatation— did  you  a 


inple,  for  eiuuiple. 


Still  under  the  hnadine  of  vegetation 
you  diacusB  laodforsiD  and  of  course  rDnge 
cuusioa  of  range  oitoe  ia  the  SCS  bullohll 
of  nil  enwironnontal  factors  reaponalblo  '■ 
lafonaativol   And  can  you  toll  po  "hat 


t  of  all  envlronoentol  fnotora  i-Baponaible  for  1 


typoo  and  apocloa  coopoaltion, 
Bltaa.   I'd  afraid  your  dio- 
;.      "A  range  site  is  the  product 
^cr  its  doTolopiient.'  Hov 
-living  •ntity  1 


I  development? 


Vou  than  make  the  incredible  aHaortlon  that  thu  clli:".*  plant  com- 
miuilty  of  B  rajigp  sito  dooa  not  vary  rrom  plnce  tn  pluon  or  year  to 
year.  No  one  will  doubt  your  boldnenn  aa  ytiu  deny  the  continuua  con- 
cept and  individunllatic  intcrprctBtlon  of  vcaaCatlon  in  one  aneeplng 
Btstamont,  and  without  even  acntlaning  thatn.  Evan  Uaubetiinire  sdmits 
B  degree  of  Ri-Bdation,  an^  nouC  promin'int  ficologists  lean  toward  the 
continuum  concept.  After  all,  if  you' hava  a  gradation  of  habitats,  it 
is  rcnoonnblc  to  eJTpect  mcrgine  climax  communitiea. 

But  your  uiiucrtion  about  the  annual  eonatancy  is  niore  i^markable. 
YOU  muBt  be  foinillar  vith  Waaver'a  description  of  vogotational  changes 
during;  and  following  the  great  drought,  and  the  myri:id  other  papers 
documenting  the  affect  of  variable  wonthor.  But  porhnpa  not.  Judging 
from  your  later  attempts  at  prediction.  Reed  and  Peterson  (1961)  noted 
that  major  tends  in  mi:!!ed  prairie  vegetation  are  aet  by  major  weather 
cyolon,  while  thn  mtn  of  clianga  within  trends  is  dotormlnod  by  stockinR 
ratea,   Clark  et  al  (19^)  also  found  that  icraKinfi  had  loan  orfcnt 
than  climate  in  modifyinn  plant  caver.   You  .'ilmplj  murit  present  data 
and  Btatlatical  analyBii;  far  your  hold  iiRReptlon — ftnd  by  all  means 
publieh  it  in  a  rcputnhle  Jour-n.-il,   Personally,  1  don't  believe  it. 


I  on  extremely  wary  of  your  point,  supported  by  o 
and  annual  grasslands  of  California,  thiit  climiix  comi'i 
produce  maximum  forage.  Fine,  but  of  oourun  neither 
approximates  the  situation  in  your  EG  iirea.  Lot's  ka 
since  you'll  later  pretend  it  doea  apply. 


implen 


5  said.  "Well,  lot's 


Ae  for  endangered  species,  I  don't  believe  for 
staff  could  tell  one  from  the  herd  of  plantc  unkno 
example,  hove  you  (could  you)  oorapilctl  o  npociea  1 
pared  apocieB  concept  is  loruely  ruhbluh  GO  I  won' 
_^To  BummariKe,  I  don't  think  ycu've  really  daacriba 
haven't  mopped)  1' 
stated  Eomo  very 


1  [and  certainly  you 


Etivironmental  Impacts 

Vou  becin  this  iiection  wiU 
in  general,  questionable  in  son 
gathering  of  statementn  apply, 
plant  nocdi!  for  reproduction  ar 
rKB"i^<lloaa  of  location."  1  pei 
of  RBmi-deaert  grasses  applies 
tliat  atrategies  that  apply  on  ' 
in  the  nrcnkn.    The  liraitinR  i 


some  very  general i it 
!   apeclflc  aituations.  '^ou  foul  that  your 
:itine  Martin  (1975)  for  "Providinp,  ror 
i   establishment  renultn  in  liimil.-ir  i-caponsaE 
jonally  quootion  whether  Hjirtin'a  atudy 

throuF^out  your  area,  and  I  don't  believe 
idiment;iry  or  glaciated  plains  will  apply 
letopa  differ. 


RESPONSE  TO  RICHARD 

..  PRODGERS 

ii78 

At  this  allofjnen 

/el,  objectives  ar 

identified               | 

relative  to  veg 

etation  prcidui^tion  a 

id/oc  composition. 

Cli 

ncaE-pcistitie  viigetation  io  a  bench 

mark  Chat  can  be  used 

:o 

determine  the  ecoliagical  status  or 

condition  of  the  native 

vegc- 

Cation.   The  am 

ount  of  departure  fr 

3m  the  climax  refe 

point 

is  therefore  indiaative  of  successi 

3nal  oommunity  at a 

us  1 

ecolog- 

ioal  condition) 

which  is  useful  in 

estimating  site  capabil 

ity  or 

potential. 

Aa  pointed  out 

on  page  2-17  Dt  the 

DES,  detailed  vegetation  maps                  1 

arc  available  i 

n  L-ach  ullotincAt  management  plan  file. 

Thi 

s  level                 I 

of  mapping  waa 

letevmincd  to  be  too 

detailed  for  disp 

ay  1 

n  the                   1 

environmental  .= 

;afcement .  Complete 

■egeCation  mapping 

allotments  and 

Dther  private  and  st 

.te  lands  was  net  readily                      | 

available. 

Map  2-i,    based 

on  data  from  "Climax 

Vegetation  of  Mon 

ana 

( Ross 

and  Hunter  197S 

) ,  ia  not  a  detailed 

existing  vegetati 

D.    It 

is  broad  scale 

mapiiing  of  geographi 

c  areas,  average  □ 

nuuJ 

preCip- 

itation,  groups 

o£   aoiia  with  simil 

3r  chuructcriatics 

ant 

corros- 

pondino  natural 

plant  communities. 

Existing  and  poCe 

tla] 

plant 

corapoaition  anc 

production  are  vari 

ib^e  as  shewn  in  the  gr 

delineation  of 

mapping  units. 

#73 

Because  of  the 

siae  of  the  ES  area, 

it  was  not  foasib 

e  to 

map 

:ion  types  and  ranqe 

condition  at  a  da 

-ailed  map                 ■ 

scale.    Each  a 

llotment,  however,  h 

us  a  detailed  vegetatio 

as  a  part  of  the  allotment  managerne 

Tt  plan  file.   The 

data 

in 

Table  2-a  and  ; 

n  Appendix  6  pro'/ido 

information  about 

the 

LS 

standard  vegeta 

tion  types  represented  in  each  allotme 

t. 

nao 

Species  composi 

tion  by  vegetation  tvpe  was  analy?,ed  o 

a  V 

ery 

detailed  basis 

[refer  to  Appendix  1 

cage  A-a,  Example  fl2) 

.   This 

level  of  detai. 

,  however,  was  not  i 

nciuded  in  the  env 

ental 

statement  as  ii 

would  have  resulted 

in  an  extremely  v 

document , 

fiSl 

Vegetation   is  very   important  in  identifying  range  sites, 
sites  are  differentiated  according   to  the   following  cvitei 
(Soil   Conservation   Service,    National   Range   Handbook   1S7G, 
302. 6) : 


thTmimmmma 


in  your  technique  c 
9oretical  climax  but 
9  as  far  as  AUM's  gc 


1   seriously  quention  thp   economic  wisdom   (cost-benefit  analyaia)   t 
eagebrush  snrnyinfi.     In  paaaine,   I  ralisht  mention  thot  while  you  may  be 
justified  in  oralttine  the  C/B  analysis,   I  ntronfily  believe  that  you 
should  hnve   tloflnad  cost,   benefit,    and  your  method  of  analyaie. 


I  Jun  not  going  to  argue  with  much  of  what  you  qi 
think  It  lE  written  objectively.  For  ortunple  (p.  3- 
could  at  least  triple"  . . ."voKetatlve  denflity  could 
40  percent."     Somewhat  ono-Gidod,   1m  It  not? 


I  waa  glad  te  noc  you  iicknowiKdEB  the  ale 
of  ranee  condition.  Tn  light  of  this,  I  thir 
one  percent  deoreaue  in  eraaing  and  your  plai 
roniEe  productivity  in  IG  yeorfl) 
j-ou  give  first  place  to  weather  e 
3ut  I  think  you  only  paid  lip  soi 
only  stocking  that  onttorod.     Wt 


In  general,  I  think  your  prodiotiono  nro  fairly  Eo^d  " 
that  oetimatcn  munt  he  made.  They  htk  optliniatle  rather  t 
It  ifl  true  that  we  learn  virtually  nothing  about  voaotntio 
hand  e.g.,  range  conditions  and  incrcat^on,  dccceriaea ,  etc. 
perhaps  be  an  improvcnent  if  you  uaid  at  thu  onset  that  yo 
nu  cattle  food,  and  that  you  are  conaldarin;;  it  from  that 
ds  about  0 
llvootoolt  food 


I  and  uncertain  improvement 
1  your  projections  [e.g.,  a 
rosult  in  a  cevon  percent 


nclusion,  I  peroonally  think  t 
modest  with  roDPOct  to  cuttiiw  back  on  allotmentjj,  ulnce  thl 
moot  coot  orfoctivo  mxy  to  Inprove  runp.H  coniUtlon  go  that  n 
oould  be  produced   In   the  future  with  lesa  site  de^adation. 


pond  part  of  your  ES  c 


this  opportunity  to  comosnt.     If  ny  cooaents  seen 
n  Eit  Icocit  be  hearbBned  by  the  fact  that  someone 
d  responded. 


Slchord  A.   Prodgera 


(b)  Significant  differences  in  the  proportior 
species  groups  that  ace  the  ecological  dominat 
community. 


,    302.3   of   the   SCS   National   Range   Handbook   states 

"Climax  plant  cominunities  change  along  environmi 
dients.  Where  changes  in  soils ,  topography,  or 
conditions  are  abrupt,  plant  community  boiindarii 
distinct.  Boundaries  are  broader  and  leas  dist. 
plant  cominunitias  change  gradually  along  broad  i 
gradients  of  relatively  uniform  soils  and  topography.  The 
important  consideration  is  that,  even  though  plant  communi- 
ties tend  to  be  aligned  along  a  continuum,  distinctive  plant 
communities  can  be  identified  and  described.  These  communi- 
ties occur  with  predictable  regularity  and  are  auMoelatad 
with  concurrent  diffurences  in  soil,  topography,  or  climate 
that   can   also   be   recognized. " 
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A  better  example  of  climax  vegetation  producing  less 
suhcllmax  Jo  tho  tliouaands  of  acres  o£  ponderosa  pirn 
the  Mi.=isouri  Breaks  area  that  have  been  burned  over  1 
fires.  The  results  are  very  dramatic  in  increasing  ( 
usable  forage  for  both  wildlife  and  livestock. 


We  have  been  utiliB: 
fessor  of  Botany,  Ui 
tion  of  Potentially 
Flora"  as  a  baEls  for  rccog; 


Plant  requireraen- 

less  of  location 


ty  1 


le  that  the  limiting  factors 
!tc.      Gracing   management 
liological    and   physical 
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Fluotuationa  in  weather  are  indeed  very  important  to  herbage 
production.   We  recognize  this  variability  as  a  natural  phenome- 
non on  which  man  has  no  control.   We  can,  however,  inflUi^nce 
vegetation  changes  by  grazing  management  over  tlmo. 

The  projections  shown  on  Table  3-4  show  curront  licensed  use  at 
2ia,7Bil  AUMs,  propoaeti  uae  within  amps  at  215,890  AUMs,  and 
projected  use  within  amps  at  233, H99  AUMs.   This  amounts  to  an 
initial  l»  decrease  with  a  74  increase  projected  in  IS  years. 
The  rationale  explaining  this  increase  is  discussed  in  the  DES 
beginning  on  pags  3-9  under  Projected  and  Potentiul  Livestock 
Forage  Productivity.   Changes  in  range  condition  were  first 
estimated  by  oonditidn  class  and  range  sites-   SCS  Technicians' 
Guides  were  thun  used  to  determine  the  change  in  livestock  produc- 
tivity.  Pinally,  these  projections  were  tempered  with  paKt 
experience  on  52  existing  AMPs . 


to  aiiaumi.-  thst  soil  is  looked  upon  only  as  a  bast 
for  the  production  of  livestock  forage.   Because  the  Missouri 
Breaks  environmental  atatoment  has  grazing  management  as  its 
focal  point,  livestock  usage  of  the  public  lands  and  its  impact 
on  other  resource  values  must  be  analyzed  in  detail,   [iowever, 
the  public  lands  in  the  ES  area  are  manugud  on  a  multiple  use 
basis.   Livestock  grazing  is  only  one  o£  the  values  In  the 
multiple  use  resource  mix. 

*as 

The   contents   of   Figure   1,    Appendix   10,    are    taken   from  various 
sources,    as  stated   in  the  preface  to  the  Appendix.      Generally, 
the   decline    in   excellent   condition   under   the   elimination   of 
livestock   use   alternative    is   based   on   the   assumption    that   a   mid- 
grass   prairie   evolved   undar    large   h<?rbivore   use   will    stagnate   dm 
decline   over   timo   If    thiil.   use    is   removed. 


Further,   the  ecgnomic  analiisis  of  the  ES  does  not  alve  a  clear  picture  of 
all   the  costs  and  benefiCs.     For  instance.   I   car't  tell    rrom  the  ES  vFietlier 
or  not  graiing  fees  will  pay  for  the  operation  ^nd  raaintenancG  of  this  expenilve 
plan,   or  whether  taxpayers  will   be  subsidizing  a  program  that  borefits  thon 
only  aligh'tly.     Along  this  same  line,   the  ES  never  explains  how  important 
livestock  production  in  the  Missouri   Breaks  is  to  the  American  public,     if  a 
few  fecdlots  could  produce  the  same  amount  of  beef  as  this  Z.Z  million  acres  of 
public  land,   citizens  might  not  be  Inclined  to  v.'ant  such  an  Intensive  grazing 
system.       The  elk,  eagles  and  burrowing  oHls--along  with  the  broad  vistas— are 
items  that  can't  be  produced  anywhere  else  but  in  this  area.     It's  not  clear  to 
me  if  the  cost-benefit  analyses  on  the   individual   allotments  con5idered  such 
public  values  as  v/ildlife.  watersheds,  and  aesthetics. 

Environmental   Impacts 

The  ES  breaks' tFe   impacts   into  two  segments,   those  caused  by  grazing  systems 
and  those  caused  by  range  improvements.     I'll   address  the  two  types  of  impacts 

,'=-'"""■  ,.,i„j 

One  of  the  most  distressing  aspects  of  the  proposed  is  that  few  areas  won't 
be  intensively  used  by  cattle.     In  other  words,   the   islands  of  habitat   Tor  wildlife 
that  once  were  avniln'-l:  because  of  remoteness  or  lack  of  water  will   no  lonaer  be 
free  from  c(>\tlt.-       IJe  simply  do  not  know  some  of  the  social   considerations  that 
are   involved   in  cattle-wildlife  interactions,  but  they  may  be  substantial. 
Additionally,   the  proposed  plan  Vfould  cause  a  more  uniform  grazing  pressure, 
which  would  eventually  lead  to  a  decrease  in  the  amount  of  brush  and  an  increase 
in  the  amount  of  cattle  food.     Such  a  plan  fails  to  consider  that  wildlife-- 
both  game  and  nongame--needs  a  diversity  of  habitats. 

While  it's  obviously  unrealistic  to  expect  the  BLM  to  consider  nrazing 
impacts  on  all   species,   it  is  fair  to  expect  an  evaluation  of  how  the  proposal 
would  effect  the  four  habitat  types,  and  in  turn,   the  spec1es--bath  yama  and 
nongamc--that  depend  upon  thsm.     Clearly,  the  riparian  and  sagebrush  habitats 
arc  part  of  tlie  diversity  picture,  L'ut  the  proposed  action  does   little  to 
protect  such  areas. 

The  failure  to  propose  any  habitat  nanacemerit  plans  for  riparian  zones  is 
one  of  the  most  glaring  omissions  in  the  ES.  These  areas  produce  more  wildlife 
than  any  other  habitat  type  In  the  entire  area;  they're  Inportant  not  only  to 
waterfowl,  but  to  upland  birds,  shorebirds,  deer,  eU  and  antelope.  Vet  these 
areas  aren't  even  identified  in  the  ES!  Surely  this  is  simply  an  oversight,  as 
the  plan  can't  be  complete  until   this   is  done. 

The  rest-rotation  plans  proposed  in  the  ES  seem  to  have  only  one  goal— to 
produce  more  grass  for  livestock.     Yet  on  land  as  arid  as  that  within  the  Missouri 
Drcal-.s,   it's  clear  that  cattle  will   congreoata  on  these  riparian  zones,  compacting 
the  soil,  destroying  the  vegetation,   increasing  sedimentation  and  curtailing 
reproduction  of  important  wildlife  forage.     Such  heavy  use  also  has  the  iDnn-term 
effect  of  stopping  the  grov.'th  of  Cottonwood  trees,  removing  Important  wildlife 
habitat  and  making  the  watershed  less  stable. 


Not  only  Is  the  protection  of  ri 
xtremely  important  to  recreationisti 
readful  condition  which  heavy  caLtlE 
nd  scenie  portions  of  the  Missouri   f 


crucial   to  Wildlife,  hut  it's 
■,e  ES  fails  to  consider  the 
in  campgrounds  alonri  the  wild 
:  expecting  a  primitive  expKrience 


"Ucfrndas 


^        OF  WILDLIFt 


Edwin  Zaidlicz.  State  Oirec 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Billings.  MonUna  59107 


Dear  Hr.  Zaidlicz; 


Your  ES  contains  a  wealth  of  information  and  represents  a  strong  step  t. 
informed  decision-making.  At  the  same  time,  the  sheer  size  and  bulk  of  this 
document  must  discourage  many  concerned  citizens  from  attempting  to  comment. 
1  think  more  brevity  and  more  sumary  would  have  been  helpful,  nevertheless 
is  clearly  the  best  of  the  HLM's  grazing  ESs  which  I  have  seen  to  date,  and 
the  BLK  is  to  be  congratulated. 

on,  however,  we  feel  the  BLM  has  reached 
ildlife  cannot  accept  the  BLH's  proposed 
□n  acres  of  public  lands  in  the  r'issouri 
imanded  programattic-planning  by  the  DL" 
wasn't  being  adequately  considered.  Aftei 
itlll  feels  that  wildlife  isn't  receiving  the 
mandated  by  law. 


shouldn't  have  to  sleep  with  cattle,  the 
'Jhile  It's  not  intolerable  to  have  soma 
places  where  they  can  graze  should  be  ca 
River  and  Its  surrounding  area  has  been 
ES  shoLild  reflect  that  n^tio"-    


.his 


Despite  all  of  the  good  informati 
the  wrong  conclusions.  Defenders  of  \ 
action  for  the  approximately  t.l  milli 
Breaks.  Conservation  organizations  dt 
because  we  felt  the  wildlife  i 
reading  this  ES,  our  organizatior 
multiple-use  conslderHtlon  that  i 


Hhllc  livestock  grazing  is  only  or 
of  this  ES.     The  result  is  thai 
livestock  grazing  plan  with  wildlife 
ind  crannies.     It's  alarming  indeed  tiiat 


aspect  of  multiple-use,   it  is  the  overriding 
the  proposed  action   is  little  more  than 
onsideratlons  planhed  into  the  nooks 
2.2  million  acres  of  public  lands. 


the  favorable  impcts  for  wildlife  of  this  proposed  action  will   be  "too  small   to 
he  measured  by  available  census  techniques. {3-lG)" 

Frankly,  our  organization  feels  that  these  barely  tangit-le  benefits  to  wildlife 
will   be  offset  by  obviously  detrimental   aspects  of  the  proposed  plan.     Intensive 
grazing  over  large  areas,  absence  of  any  management  plans_that  protect  r 
zones,   sagebrush  spraying,  contour  plowi 
in  important  wildlife  areas--all   of  thes 
diminish  the  wildlife  resource. 

Additionally,  althouah  a:ipects  like  watershed  protection,  nongame  wildlife, 
aethetics  and  need  for  habitat  diversity  are  mentioned,  they  are  given  little 
consideration.     Tlw  entire  thrust  of  tills  proposal   seems  to  be  aliped  at 
producing  more  livestock  forage. 

Adoption  of  this  proposed  action  would  lock  the  BL"-and  the  v/ildlife  and 
livestock  it  manages-lnto  a  theoretical  management  plan  that  may  not  reduce 
Ponfli^ts  or  provide  solutions.     In  many  cases,  tiie  ES  asserts  that  untried 
and  unproven  methods  will   provide  certain  rpsults.   and  assumptions  are  not 
always  pointed  out. 
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r  dung  and  the  flies   It  attracts. 
:attle  near   the   river,    the  numbers  and 
■efully  restricted.     The  Missouri 
learned  to  have  national  values,  and  the 


It's  discouraging  that  i;ildl1fo  cattle  tradeoffs  usually  meant  wildlife 
csme  In  second.     Deferring  of  grazing  in  the  spring  would  be  a   tremKodous  benefit 
to  nesting  wildlife,  and  should  certainly  be  done  in  many  areas.     On  the 
other  hand,  removal   of  livestock  In  the  fall  would  benefit  brush  species. 
I   think  your  decision  to  remove  livestock  "as  soon  as  possible"   in  the  fall 
(1-7.   l.A)  is  allowing  just  a  little  bit  too  much  discretion. 

The  specific  range  Improvement  tecliniques  mentionsd  in  the  ES--sagGbrush 
spraying  and  contour  fuFrowing--are  clearly  out  of  place  and  inappropriate  for 
public  lands.     Not  only  do  many  species  of  wildlife  depend  upon  this 
diminishing  type  of  wildlife  habitat  for  forage,  hut  it's  also  important 
for  cover  In  the  winter.     The  argument  for  wanting  to  break  up  "large  monotypes" 
of  sagebrush  is  particularly  weak  when  it's  clear  that  the  ES  wants  to  replace 
■       ■■'       much  larger  monotype.     The  density  of  this  type  of  cover  is  extremely 
*n  [.,<i/iijfn  af+nmnfinn  +n  Kirrulua  i;ub-2ero  tsmpBratures  and  strong 


important  to  wildlife  atten^ting  to  ; 
winds. 

The  avowed  benefits  to  wildlife  ascribed  by  the  ES  also  merit  some  careful 
consideration.     The  document  itself  says  most  species  will  only  benefit  slightly, 
with  the  possible  exception  of  waterfovl,  which  would  benefit  from  more  reservoirs. 
This   15  not  quite  fair,  as  abundant  waterfowl  were  never  really  an  integral 
part  of  the  Missouri   Breaks  ecosystem,  except  along  rivers  and  streams.     In 
these  areas,  waterfowl   production  will   be  severely  hurt  by  the  proposed  action, 
as   it  does  nothlno  to  protect  riparian  zones.     The  small   amount  of  waterfowl 
production  around  the  water  developments   {which  certainly  will   be  overgrazed  as 
well,  without  management),   can  hardly  beain  to  offset  the  waterfowl   production 
that  would  be  possible  with  protection  of  riparian  jgnes  and  deferring  of  grazing 
_in  the  spring. 

It's  simply  unpardonable  that  this  proposed  plan  Vfill  not  reap  any 
substantial   benefits  for  a  single  form  of  wildlife  (although  1  think  you  could 
have  made  a  case  for  prairie  dogs  around  the  new  reservoirs)^  What^s 
however,  is  that  the  possi"  "      ■  ■   ■      •  --     ■        -  -  -■ 

been  grossly  understated. 

''  First  of  all     with  the  development  of  fl3S  reservoirs,  serious  conflicts 

could  be  anticipated.     It's  the  location  of  these  reservoirs  and  otiier  water 
developments  that  dett-rmine  their  acceptability.     Vet  I  was  unable  to  find  any 
type  of  map  or  explanation  that  detailed  where  the  water  development  would  be 
located   [please  tell  me  where  if  I  missed  it—t   looked  everyi.'liorel).     1  was  also 
confused  by  the  HFP  decision  on  1-7  as  juxtaposed  with  the  paragraph  on  3--17 
that  says  many  of  the  reservoirs  are  planned  for  areas  that  could  hurt  mule 

.deer  and  sharptails. 

(  I'm  disappointed  that  the  quality  of  wildlife  infonnation  does  not  approach 

the  amount  of  livestock  infonnation.     If  we  had  maps  of  critical   riparian  zones, 
winter  ranges,  prairie  dog  towns,   dancing  grounds,  etc.,   it  might  be  obvious 
where  water  should  be  developed  and  where  it  shouldn't  be.     But  with  the  present 
information,  and  with  the  certainty  that  the  wildlife  that  evolved  In  this  area 
is  not  dependent  upon  artificial  water  sources,   I'm  very  concerned  about 


;  deleterious  effects  of  the  prooosed  plan  have 
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jninEnt  and  the  cursory  e 


Fencing  Is  aUo  a  troublesome  aspect  of  the  proposed  action.  The  ES  galls 
for  construction  of  551  miles  of  fence,  yet  prndicts  only  a  "minor"  negative 
impact  on  n1ldlifo.  Tliis  nauld  seem  to  ignore  some  of  the  Important  findings 
regarding  antelope  mortality  and  fcncinci  that  have  taken  place  on  the  Red  Desert 
in  Wyominci,  The  winter  of  1978  nude  it  clear  that  eastern  riontana  antelope  vill 
Migrate  long  distances  in  response  to  cold  weather  and  heavy  snow.  Even  with 
3-strand  fences,  the  potential  for  high  mortality  is  present,  and  this  should 
be  made  clear  in  the  ES.  The  1978  Guidelines  for  Management  of  the  Pronghorn 
Antelope  (as  published  by  the  western  states  prontihorn  antelope  workshop  comittce) 
^should  be  utilized  for  this. 

It's  very  surprising  that  the  impacts  of  this  proposed  action  on  the 
Charles  M.  Russell  National  Uildlifc  Refuge  aren't  carefully  considered. 
Certainly  the  impacts  will  be  substantial,  yet  the  ES  adressess  the  problen 
as  if  a  boundary  fence  were  constructed.  Even  if  a  boundary  fence  were  in 
place,  the  impacts  on  vjatersheds  and  wildlife  also  merit  attention. 

Further,  it's  difficult  to  conprehond  why  the  BLM  wants  to  establish  such 
an  intensive  grazing  system  around  the  nation's  second  largest  national  wildlife 
refuge.  The  CHR  and  Its  i-MJdlife  have  a  national  significance  that  the  ES 
falls  to  acknowledge.  Controversy  will  continue  to  surround  these  lands 
until  the  Bureau  of  Land  ftanagement  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  beoin  to 
work  together. 

ftlternatlvcs  to  the  Proposed  Action 

I'd  like  to  commend  the  BLH  for  preparing  at  least  one  alternative  to  the 
proposed  action  that  is  carefully  considered  and  ;;en  thouqht  out;  too  rnany 
environmental  Impact  statenents  offer  no  other  choices  than  the  proposed  action 
that  are  really  feasible.  Alternative  A  (no  action)  Is  of  course  not  acceptable, 
given  declining  range  and  (watershed  conditions.  It  is  valuable  to  include  it, 
hov/tver,  as  other  alternatives  can  he  treasured  against  it.  Alternative  B  (eliminatic 
of  all  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands)  should  not  have  been  included  in  the 
ESi  it's  both  inflarmatory  and  against  the  law.  Please  inform  me  why  it  was 
Included.  Alternative  0  {Livestock  Forage  Maximization)  is  obviously  unrealistic, 
and  probably  unlawful,  Htily  Alternative  C  (Reduced  Levels  of  Livestock  Use) 
^appears  to  ba  within  the  fair  range  of  alternatives. 

'.   C. 

watershed  protection.  In  addition,  it  would  help  foster  a  more  stable  local 
economy  as  veil  as  better  range  conditions,  tlore  than  anything  else,  it's  a 
fnultigle  use  alternative. 
^  intensive' 

There  very  i;el]  i;iay  be  BLH  lands  in  the  United  States  where'^livestock  production 
should  be  emphasized.  This  area,  however,  containing  as  it  does  both  the  C.'-\. 
Russell  national  Wildlife  Refuge  and  K9  miles  of  the  wild  and  scenic  Hissouri 
River,  does  not  lend  itself  to  maximum  resource  development.  This  section  of 
our  nation  deserves  a  much  better  fate  than  simply  to  be  divided  Into  so  many 
cow  pastures.  I  believe  the  BLH  has  seriously  underestimated  the  national 
significance  of  the  Missouri  Breaks. 


RESPONSE  TO  THE  DEFENDEHS  Of  I 
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The  proposcid  action  was  developed  aftar  an  updating  and  revision 
of  Che  raanagement  framework  plans  (MFPs) .   The  MFPs  analyzed  Che 
reaource  Cradeotfs  botween  livestock  grazing  and  wildlife  valuoa 
'-   Tdble  1-3  on  pages  1-7  and  1-a  of  the  DES  and  the  individual 
:  each  planning  unit  which  are  available  for  review  at  the 
Montana  State  Office  of  the  BLM) .   It  was  determined  that  a 
multiple  use  mix  which  Included  more  intensive  management  of 
livestock  use  would  improve  range  condition  and  productivity, 
thus  benefitting  the  range,  wildlife,  watershed,  and  recreation 
rosouroes.   We  believe  the  multiple  use  mix  on  which  the  proposal 
for  AHP  Implamentation  is  based  is  an  equitable  allocation  of 


MFPs 


Although  the  estimation  of  overall  impacts  to  wildlife  was  admit- 
tedly subjective,  the  "barely  tangible  benefits"  you  refer  to  ars 
considered  to  be  net,  taking  into  consideration  the  negative 
impacts  from  fencing,  sagebrush  spraying,  etc.   See  response  to 
comments  (245  and  (283,   It  should  be  pointed  out  that  wilcllife 
populations  in  the  ES  airea  are  and  have  been  reosOnobly  diverse 
and  healthy  throughout  many  decades  of  livestock  gracing. 


the  1 
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erv.idiny  conceri 


Your  observation  that  livoatoofc  grazing  i 
in  the  ES  is  absolutely  correct.  The  Apr 
states: 

"Each  EIS  contemplated  by  this  Order  shall  discuss  in 
detail  'livestock  grazing  activities'  and  all  reasonable 
alternatives  thereto.   'Livestock  grazing  activities"  as 
used  in  this  Order  shall  mean  all  existing  or  proposed 
livestock  grazing,  all  grazing  use  authorizations  issued 
or  contemplated  to  be  issued  by  the  BLH  as  well  aa  those 
substantial  activities  which  are  supportive  of  and  related 
to  livestock  grazing  administered  by  the  BLM,  such  as 
fencing,  livestock  water  development,  spraying,  chaining, 
seeding,  and  brush  removal.  ,  ," 

BLM  is  moving  coward  environmental  statements  on  management  frame- 
work plans  in  the  future.   However,  this  ES  was  structured  to  deal 
primarily  with  the  livestock  grazing  management  or  AMP  program. 
It  Is  not  the  final  decision.   After  a  30-day  period  following 
filing  of  the  final  environmental  statement,  a  decision  will  be 
made  relative  to  the  range  management  program  for  the  Missouri 
Breaks  area.   All  available  information  including  comments  on  the 
DrLift  Environmental  statement  will  be  considered  in  making  this 


fir 


11   del 


Thank  you  very    much  for  the  opportunity  to  c 
beautiful  places  in  our  country. 


1  one  of  the  most 


Hank  Fischer 
Montana  representative 
Defenders  of  IJildlife 
947  Rimini 
Missoula,  HT  59Bni 


Properly  designed  grazing  manage.-nent  plana  arc  capable  of  main- 
taining and  improving  the  vegetation  cover.   In  some  cases,  this 
can  be  accomplished  by  resting  the  range  from  livestock  use  to 
allow  all  plants  an  opportunity  to  become  vigorous  and  reproduce. 
The  am.ount  of  rest  or  protection  from  livestock  use  will  depend 
upon  the  physiological  requirements  of  the  plants  needed  for 
watershed  protection,  wildlife  habitat,  livestock  forage,  and 
Other  uses. 
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The  costs  of  range  improvements  (based  on  1979  gost  figures)  plus 
salary  costs  would  average  approximately  51,150,000  per  year  over 
a  four  year  period.   After  1933  costs  would  generally  be  5357,000 
per  year  in  salaries.   Based  on  an  AUM  cost  of  S1.B9  and  an 
initial  level  of  349,398  AUMs,  the  yearly  grazing  receipts  would 
be  S660,3G2.   Using  a  conservative  15  year  project  life  figure, 
approximate  15  year  costs  would  be  57,096,000,   Fifteen  year 
grazing  fee  receipts  would  bu  $9,905,000.   The  foregoing  informa- 
tion must  be  considered  with  caution;  it  does  not  include  any 
future  increases  in  gra7ing  fees,  does  not  incluirle  the  15  year 
forage  increase  projected  with  the  proposal,  and  does  not  include 
maintenance  costs  for  range  improvements.   In  addition,  grazing 
fees  are  asaesaed  because  a  product  (forage)  io  consumed,  not 
merely  as  a  fund  for  range  improvements,   also,  the  actual  dis- 
bursement of  grazing  fee  receipts  is  highly  complex  and  all  fees 
received  are  not  returned  directly  for  use  in  Montana.   It  should 
be  noted  that  control  of  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands  also 
provides  benefits  to  other  resources  values. 


The  number  of  livestock  in 
about  1*  of  the  total  numbE 
basis  (U.S.  StatiEtioal  Abe 
1977  all  livestock  in  the  a 
percent  of  the  national  tot 


the 


il. 


;s  area  (approximately  29,00o)  is 
Montana  and  .02  of  ll  on  a  national 
.,  19771  .   It  is  e.stimated  that  in 
of  Montana  ware  two  and  one-half 


With  high  grain  prices, 
more  important  than  it 
changed.  Animals  can  r 
weights  and  less  finisl 
for  finish  cattle  and  r 


range  forage  is  foreoast  to  bt-come  even 
s  now.  aSDR  beef  grading  standards  have 
iw  reaoh  marketable  grades  at  lighter 

This  moans  lass  dependence  on  grain 
■re  emphasis  on  marketing  range  fad  cattle. 


The  bonefit/coat  analysis  did  not  include  a  dollar  value  for 
watershed  or  aesthetic  benefits.   It  did  include  benefits  due  to 
increased  hunting  resulting  from  slight  increases  in  wildlife 
populations.   Dollar  values  for  watershed  or  aesthetic  benefits 
are  extremely  difficult  to  quantify.   If  quantification  of  such 
values  were  poKsible,  we  believe  it  would  likely  ini 
benefit  proportion  of  the  beneEit/cost  analysis. 
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;ha  possible  impact  of  increasingly  unifotw  grazing  pressura  ia 
lentioned  in  the  saconii  paragraph  under  wLldlife  on  page  3-16. 
Jiiiform  grazing  pressure,  would  af£<;ct  the  availability  oE  forage 


rildlifa  and  the  i 


al  diversity  of  the  habil 


Although  graaintj  can  reduce  Che  amount  of 
growth  o£  shruba  available  to  wildlife,  j 
grasses,  most  range  ocologists  agree  that 
stock  grazing  favors  thu  growth  of  shrubi 


the  current  [palatable) 
Lnce  liveatock  prefer 
in  the  long  term  live- 
(wagner  1976) .   In  many 


areas  shrubs  are  now  more  abundant  than  they  were  at  tne  cimts  ai. 
the  Lewis  and  Clark  expedition.   However,  much  oE  the  livestock 
grazing  in  tha  late  IBOOa  and  early  1900s  that  favored  the  growth 
of  shrubs  was  overgrazing  antl  It  ir.  noc  well  established  whether 
the  levels  of  stocking  proposed  in  the  DES  are  sufficient  to 
actually  proraoti?  tlic  increase  of  shrub  species. 


The  four  landforin  ; 
soils  ana  vegetatic 
information  on  thaa 
analysis. 


.  (Mjp  1-3  in  tl 
lotions  proved  \ 
1  yeneralized  tt 


Riparian  habitats  are  not  oonsidared  1) 

only   limited   data   on   riparian   habitat  i 

it  was  written.   Riparian  habitats  are 

fourth  full  paragraphs  on  page  2-20,  tl 

full  paragraphs  on  pagt-  3-8,  the  paragraph  under  whita-tailed 

deer  on  page  3-lB ,  tho  fourth  paragraph  under  studies  and  moi 

toring  prograinsi  on  page  A-A ,    the  third  full  paragraph  on  pagi 

14,  and  the  second  full  paragraph  on  page  8-^1- 


.etail  in  the  DES  beoause 
■e  available  at  tho  time 
acusycd  in  the  third  and 
seventh  and  eighth 


A  riparian  habitat  h 
ted  within  the  BS  an 
and  their  importance 


intory  and  r 


more  important  c 
tions  made.  AMI 
areas  from  gra-.i: 
the  DEE.) 


nageraent  plan  hafi  been  inltia- 
abitats  are  being  inventoried 
Idlife  will  be  evaluated  in  each  rc- 
wo  years.  Through  the  MFP  process,  the 
iuch  habitat  will  be  identified  and  recommenda- 
^visiona  will  then  be  made  to  protect  these 
in  accordance  with  the  MfP.   {See  p^ge  4-4  of 


leriilly  preferred  livestock  use  sites  bee 
it  forage,  and  shade  which  they  provide, 
these  sites  that  an  adaguate  amount  of  t 


Contour  furrowing  is  proposed  primarily  on  sod-bound  sites,  where 
blue  grama  and  little  clubmoss  often  dominate  the  vegetation 
cover.   shallow  furrowing  (approximately  3-4  inches  deep)  will 
double  soil  moisture  and  subsequently  increase  production  of 
existing  native  vegetation.   Seeding  legumes  in  the  furrowed  area 
also  adds  protein  rich  forage  which  cor  bt-  auataiiied  by  deep  tap- 
root.q  drawing  from  the  increased  soil  moisture.   The  result  can 
be  a  mixture  □£  vigorous  vegetation  beneficial  to  both  wildlife 


■ook. 


aig  sagebrush  spraying  is  proposed  for  i 
in  tho  Hay  Coulee  Common  allotment.   This  dense  stand  has  thick' 
ened  because  of  past  livestock  grazing;  mainly,  cattle  grazing 
the  herbaceous  plants  and  much  less  if  any  use  of  big  sagebrush 
Serious  soil  erosion  is  occurring  and  site  productivity  will 
continue  to  decline  without  a  better  protective  ground  cover. 
While  this  situation  may  be  desirable  wildlife  habitat,  it  ia  m 
good  watershed  manogement,  a  major  concern  for  all  allotments. 
A  higher  composition  of  herbaceous  plants  (grasses  and  forbs) 
will  help  control  soil  erosion. 

Many  years  ago,  natural  wildfires  mu; 
role  in  rapid  conversion  of  vegetatit 

Selective  prescribed  burning  would  be  another  viable  means  Ot 
controlling  this  sagebrush  stand,  without  the  use  of  any  chemi- 
cals. [Jnburned  islands  and  enhanced  edge  effect  could  provide 
additional  wildlife  bena£it3  with  prescribed  burning. 


Alsi 


gee  response  i 


#1. 


Although  waterfowl  would  benefit  from  addition 

1  protec 

riparian  areas,  they  would  also  benefit  signif 

cantly  £ 

proposed  action. 

#99 

The  benefits  resulting  from  tho  proposed  action  are  modest  for 
both  livestock  and  wildlife.   This  is  due  partly  to  the  fact  that 
with  few  exceptions  conditions  in  the  area  are  already  generally 
good.   We  believe  that  the  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed 
action  are  portrayed  to  the  extent  possible  with  the  existing 
data  base  and  are  presented  in  an  objective  manner.   See  response 
to  ccmrnents  0245  and  1293, 


from  grazing  use  must  bo  prescribed  to  allow  for  vegetation 
improvement  and  maintenance.   We  have  learned  from  experience  in 
connection  with  some  existing  allotment  management  plans  that 
improvement  and  maintenance  of  herbaceous  vegetation  is  possible 
within  1  or  2  grazing  cycles  (3-6  years  or  so).   Reestablishraent 
of  the  woody  riparian  vegetation  requires  more  test  and  it  appears 
that  minimiEing  livestock  use  during  the  hot  part  of  the  growing 
season  is  an  important  consideration.   In  some  cases,  fencing  ia 
required. 

195 

A  discussion  of  impaota  from  the  proposed  action  on  the  Upper 
Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic  River  is  presented  on  page  3-30  of  the 
DES.   A  final  management  plan  for  the  riverway  was  approved  by 
the  State  Director  on  October  20,  1978.   The  following  general 
management  objectives  relative  to  grazing  management  arc  included 
in  that  plan  (see  pages 


1-25  and  1-27  of  the  DES): 


Manage  grazing  of  public  lands  ir 
IS  or  improves  forage  production!  maintains  or  enhances 
irian  vegetation,  wildlife  habitat,  watershed  and  scenic 
LSI  and  minimiKes  conflict  between  livestock  and  recrea- 


2.  Construct  livestock  management  facilities  such  as 
fences  and  water  sources  to  comply  with  scenic  restrictions 
appropriate  to  the  classification  of  the  wild  and  scenic 
river  segment.   A  few  facilities  such  as  fences  or  corrals 
on  private  land  may  be  removed  or  relocated  subject  to 
obtaining  scenic  easements. 

3.  Exclude  livestock  from  high  visitor  use  areas,  such  as 
campsitos,  through  fencing  or  changes  in  use  season. 

There  are  six  existing,  three  revised,  and  eighteen  proposed 
allotment  management  plans  with  all  or  portions  of  the  pastures 
within  the  management  corridor.   Each  AMP  was  carefully  reviewed 
against  the  raanugoment  objectives  for  the  riverway. 
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The  example  MFP  deci5ionfi  on  page  1-7  are  general  illustrations 
and  not  as  specific  as  the  majority  of  individual  MFP  decisions 
or  the  objectives  in  AMPs.  Specific  periods  of  use  will  be  set 
for  each  allotment  and  will  take  into  aciiount  the  improvement  of 
dear,  antelope,  and  sage  grouse  winter  range.  [Note  that  this 
refers  to  decision  1_^  on  page  1-7,  not  1.4  as  indicated  in  your 
letter.) 


tlOD 

we  recognize  that  locations  of  the  proposed  range  improvements 
are  a  major  determinant  of  their  impact  on  wildlife.   Because  of 
the  large  size  of  the  area  analyzed  in  the  environmental  state- 
ment, it  was  not  possible  to  include  a  map  of  the  locations  of 
probable  range  improvements.   However,  the  specific  locations  of 
all  range  improvements  are  included  in  individual  AMP  files  which 
are  available  for  public  review  at  tho  respective  BLM  offices. 
As  noted  in  the  management  framework  plan  summary  on  page  1-7,  a 
careful  evaluation  of  the  location  for  water  developments  would 
be  made  to  determine  their  impacts  on  wildlife  habitat,   A  dis- 
cussion of  the  resource  tradeoff  involved,  also  on  page  1-7, 
indicates  that  it  may  be  necessary  to  place  water  developments  at 
sites  that  are  less  than  Optimum  for  livestock  due  to  the  loca- 
tion of  key  wildlife  areas.   It  should  be  noted  that  a  mitigating 
measure  for  the  proposed  action  on  page  4-1  indicates  that  an 
interdisciplinary  team  including  a  wildlife  biologist  and  soil 
scientist  would  be  involved  in  determining  the  location,  time  of 
construction,  and  conatr-uction  stipulations  for  all  proposed 
projects.   We  believe  that  in  moat  cases  with  careful  considera- 
tion of  reservoir  location,  the  impacts  to  wildlife  can  be  mini- 
mized.  It  is  possible  that  in  some  cases  impacts  to  wildlife 
would  be  so  severe  that  Che  Area  Manager  would  decide  against 
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Maps  2-6  through  2-11  contain  some  of  the  needed  information. 
However,  some  of  the  information  on  the  maps  is  incomplete.   For 
example,  there  are  many  prairie  grouse  dancing  and  strutting 
grounds  that  have  not  yet  been  located.   An  effort  is  being  made 
to  fill  tht:3e  data  gaps  [see  response  to  comments  #3  and  1(93 
regarding  prairie  dog  and  riparian  zone  inventories) . 


All  proposed  water  developments  w 
interdisciplinary  team  including 
implementation.  Not  all  reservoi 
oonatructed  and  the  Area  Managers 
wildlife  biologists'  rocommcndati 


.11  receive  close  scrutiny  by  an 
I  wildlife  biologist  prior  to 
■s  proposed  may  actually  be 
will  carefully  consider  the 
ms  as  to  the  location  Of  those 


Fence  specifications  on  antelope  range  follow  the  1978  Guidelines 
for  Management  of  the  Pronghorn  Antelope.   See  response  t 
(3H  and  11299. 
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#105 

Me  do  list  consider  che  proposed  a 
apmenli  program.  It  is  an  atnampt 
use  land  managemenli  program  for  t 
managsniGnt  o£  the  vegetation  and 
llvQstock  grazing  provides  benefi 
including  wildlife. 


to   pri 

soil  ri 


Pu;.x-  3  A-llDtiEiejit  hShb 

At,   V..0  tine    L'ulo   ourvsy  was   corapleted  I   raquoBtod.  tlie  BW 
send  Out.  Lr'.fi  parson  doltif^  tha    aurvsy,    r.is  ad'/laor  and    ttiu  ar'ea 
nanafjor.      I  wantfid  tl-.ara  to   fco  ovsr  ra/  allolpom.  '.-■Itli  me  and  trie 
crobiem  araaa   atLowri    to  uiti  ai  I    feijl  tr.ls  crUlijl^ni  ar  my  Qllot:r:i: 
iB  not   true.      So   I'ai'  i;.ov   i.ave  not  coir.a  out. 


I  -jndsr3T.a7ia  t'::l. 
;  ailotriint  ral,;.ef 
r  clr:B.      It   ts  al; 


-aoiriCi 

In  r.:-/  o  Inlijn  tVie  HU; 
ttcanoles  tr>'lriP.  to  knap   oaL 

jilloL;-.:n,3   taUs  more  3 


y  was  Cions   Dy  dlfrerer.t  ricclw  In 
no   tea:ii  dcln.'i  LUb   ftitli-o  area  at  %■■ 
d 3 fa '.ajidlns   t:.at  a  few  of  t'.e  alloi 
_  ._     .Halrud   a;i;uiricatlons  30  a   hui^rv    talten  a 
a.2   usud    1.0  br'tTJ:  ■li-.eBe  .ireaa  'ja    Lo    Lbs  ile.jlrsd 


to  maintain  rjoc 


>^^x   ..u-n   fajiO'.'iBi's  viit'i  indlvli' 
J  in  thoif  ops^aticii   ti..in    Liloj'; 
lafQtTiBiiL  plana  arrj  nvL  alv/nvu   nC" 

l!lClU'.:a. 

Sin",';  rely, 


/iJ;k4-^^  CO^^.v^.i 


In 

Swinging  H  Cattle  Company 


3r,atH  pifSQLor,    ^'ure^-j 

■^22    yori:-.    :Jiird    StTBil. 

-lilli^ffSi   Kontpsmi 


Zaldllcc: 

iG    stua  ■irif 
1  for  your 

laK  Allot;.-; 


n-  ti-e  '".■:l330i,irl  "Teaks"  £nvlronn.enL:il  StatecHc 
tt.e  ira'na  I  wOuldTi'.ts  to  autmlt,  t  e  rollovjlnr: 
oonclderatlcn   t'erai-dlnF:  alloutsnt  nurbar  '(9ii6 


Ka'.iB  2-3-   ii.,ow  ri;v  aiotKent  on  Dovatuil   creak  W- 1.;.  a  s 

laion   QOijdition.      11-  Is  t;\s  only  otio  In   ti-.a   C  .aln   "uttea 

Dlatrict  ana  one  av  ttis  iso  allotiiiente  In  PeLroleijTi  County 

■  any  eroBicn   conditio-.     Kot:.ar  L.atura  la  trtiely  a  flc.-l 

■  wrati-i  lo  evlQent  In  anv   river  b.realta  aL^ea-      71oltle  3:^3 
,  uo   un^iuat  as    to   a^use  srcaion  In   .lust  ray  pastji'e.     All 

Dunn    rld-^e    (Davutall.   araa)    anu   lovier  dralna^to   into    t'-.a    rive 
iwu   simillar  a.'-oalon.      T::i.a   la  a  ':eolo5lcal   sitoation,    :io 

oa'jBQd  'oy  rfinr.-e  inanaiarrsnt.      In  t(:e  final  draft  I   requi 
otr.Brl   Qe   aiowr;  in   tt.o  u.lta  arsa  as  trjf 
I,    not  BlnrlBQ  out  m  Ir.a    rad  color. 


urrO'-ntilfJi" 


.tlona 


J,   «a3  DTi;ri39d  to  find  on  Kapa  2-5  t>' r  rav^FB  oo.it 
s'cvm  on  hofr.  01    aw  ailDtnanLE  tu  ts  In  fair  una  or  poor  conditlol 

ioiilQ   rate  fnein  as  skcgIIhiii,  aim  .-Ood  as  I   bave  alwava   talcan 
prlda  In  mv  nanaceraent  or  tnn  ran':a,   and  In  iry  opinion,   nave 
nevor  overpraied'o^  ov^ratool^ed  rr.y  a^edad  la;jd  or  ^ov-mrrent 
laiin.      I    tfilnK  ray  allotMnt  Is  in  aa  5°°^  oondition  or  ostter 
t-an    t'lo   aurroundin?  rar'.'.'e.      ine  auiiiimry  In   ths   SaoK  or   tnu  dralt 
a;iOWE  w,'^   ranpe   10  b^  m  -ood  or  fair  oortlitlcn,   with  no  iraprove- 
[r«nta  planned  ana  an  inoi-euas  in  tiie   numoer  or  A'jra.      Tr.in  auoa 
not  correspond  witn  t-.^  pa.-.a  and  I    rsqueat   tf.ttt   t':e  finax  draft 
or  t  Is   atijd.y   6'iO'rt  ir.y   ra-nfic  in  tl'ie  wv.lto  oolor. 

Vflieii  t".ls  area  was  a  coif.mon  allotrcent,  used  by  s.^-viS'sl 
ranohsra  icetner.  tiio  ualn  aouroa  or  water  at  t-^at  tiir.e  was 
m  t^.e  pastures  L'.at  a."o  now  alloled  to  raa.  rUo  cattls,  at 
■    at   time,   wuuid    oon=rflEai.e  around  tlia   rtiaarvolrs  oaualnc  severe 

'erEraKlng  In   fn:    iBmediate  arua.     f;ow  t.:ai.  ■"'3  nave  individual 
alloiinantB  the  desirable  Krasaes  and    carrvln?  capacity   nave 
iraasQd  one-rundrad  oeroaiit.      Thla  is  dus   to    L:;h  I'onoas  ana 
lervolra  bulll  In  my"  allotrnont.      Sonia  or  ttiSos  fsrcaa  and 
iervoira  liave  '^nnv.  built  at  my  expunO'j  Qnabllne  rao   to  im-.-rovo 


RESPQMgE  TO  ROBERT  E.  WEIHQART 


Hap  2-3  is  incorrect.  The  Drag  Creek  Allotment 
total  of  19,390  acres  of  which  70%  i;;  in  slight 
ate,  and  15*  is  in  critical  ero.=^ion  confHtion  c: 
should  be  changed  accordingly. 

»1D7 


Hap  2-5  has  bcon  deleted  from 
picture  of  range  condition  it 
K131 .  Data  collected  by  BLM  1 
indicatL-s  that  67*  [13,060  ac: 
33%  (6,330  acres)  is 


■  OES  due  to  tht  inialeading 
isenced.   (See  responSG  to  coramen 
.he   Drag  Creek  Allotment  (#4966) 
io  in  good  range  condition  and 
I  be  in  fair  rangt-  condition. 


ice  receipt  of  Mr.  Weingart's  letter,  the  BtM  Area  Han.agcr 
:  atad  have  met  with  Mr.  Weingart  and  rcviawed  the  proposi 
'.   Baaed  on  the  reevalwatlon  of  existing  data  and  collect: 

new  information,  the  estimatee  of  range  condition  class  w< 

ised  upward  slightly. 
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RESPOWSE  TO  JQE:  PLESKAC 


Average  forage  litllisation  at  80-90*  is  Gxce 
continuous  Ecasonlong  basis.  Adjustments  in 
be  made  on  public  lands  where  tlil.=i  situation 
While  ao%  utilization  of  gglectively  grazed 


tocking  rates  will 
as  been  identified. 


these 

replenishmi^nt  of  plant  vigo: 
new  seedling  developmenC  to 
cover.   The  proposed  rest  ri 
arc  designed  to  accomplish 
tive  functions. 


provide  natural  seed  product 
■eeseablish  protective  vegetation 
lation  and  deferred  rotation  Evstenis 
lese  plant  maintenance:  ^nd  reproduc- 


nd 


(fllO 

There  arc  95  ftllotments  which  arc  grazed  on  a  seasonal  basis. 
Some  have  gpring  use  pastures  with  crested  whoaEgraan  the  domi- 
nant forage  species.   Other  pastures  may  be  used  in  fall,  winter, 
or  in  several  other  combinations.   Twenty-three  of  the  95  allot- 
raenta  are  grazed  in  the  fall  or  winter  period.   This  leaves  72 
allotments  grazed  predominately  during  the  growing  season. 

It  has  been  our  observation  and  that  o) 
that  fall-winter  gracing  by  livestock  i 
area  allows  for  very  good  soil  and  plai 

Where  uny  of  the  95  seasor 
habitat  problems,  adjusting 
or  periods  of  use  will  be 


Willard  and  Herman  (1977) 
ti  the  Missouri  Breaks  ES 
t  conditions. 


in  the  kind  of  livesl 


nil 

The  potential  impact  of  water  developments  on  the  habitat  of  mule 
deer  and  other  wildlife  species  is  a   valid  concern.   Whether  or 
not  it  outweighs  other  oonaiderations  in  the  Area  Manager's 
decision  to  build  or  not  build  a  reservoir  dcpunda  on  a  variety 
of  factors.   See  response  to  comment  #101. 


S113 

Although  fencing  and  islands  often  improi 
fowl,  Gjersing  (1975)  found  increased  bei 
properly  developed  and  managed  rest  rotat 
Gjersing 's  study  was  in  Phillips  County, 
habitat  very   similar   to   the   rolling   plaii 


Also  sec  response  to  oomjnent  #301. 


1  Or&Elng  Uanagait«at 


To  B*  Hoaorded  aa  TcBtlnon7 

Seatlmonj  on  drsTt   env Iromontala   Dutttement  i 
In  Uio  UlBsourl  Bcea^e  of  Ucntikna. 

Most  •IXotoi'iRta  at  the  time  of  the  Study  showed  «tonllent  to 
good  oondltion  after     S  modorfttoiy  dry  yars  and  studied  on  a.  Ter; 
dry  ji'e.T,      It   is  my  ballaf  that  more  nno^la   anployed  by  the  BLM  and  ■ 
more  money  appropriated  will  not  do  anything  for  th«  tl^aoB.     A  little 
more  water  .^.n  the  TLght  places  auch  aai  reserrolra^  w.illa  and  sprtngn 
and  a  £ood  year  vi '.11  males  batter  ran|r«  conditlono* 

AJIPo  coiuiot  b(r  wor«ed  out  whoro  I^'lflh  and  ffUdllfr-  and  BLM  ara  in 
tbe  same  allotment  pastures* 

Wildlife  would  be  more  abundant  with  otrlcter  predntory   control 
not  nore  graxlngs     Dear  were  more  plRntLTil   In  1961  than  In  1970'b> 
Kith  batt-r  ooyoto  control.     The   environcntal   ats.temont  dooo  not  mon- 
tlen  ooy>^tc3  and  the  damaso  they  cause  to  nildniife  ftiid  Ilvcatoc'rC  or 
the  IcBo   In  production  and  iosa  on  Income  tax, 

I  stronsly  roeomiuenA  (Ho  Action)  managua'^nt  (oontlnuatlon  of  the 
preaent  sraBing  niQn8B"rFient  program  w'th  coopcrst  Lou  of  the  ranohor  and 
BLM  on  foncliig,  grmilng  end  rroter  der^lopnent. 


cL..^^(- 


HIS 

See   respon.se    to   comnients   fl    and    f(97. 

«114 

Poor  moisture  years  were  considered  when  livestock  carrying 
capacities  were  established  and  adjudicated.   Your  point  is  well 
taken,  nonetheless,  as  weather  is  probably  the  biggest  single 
rangeland  influence.   Forage  production  predictions  are  based  on 
average  moisture  figures  and  definitely  would  decrease  in  drought 
years,  whether  the  site  is  grazed  or  not.   Barring  prolonged 
drought,  carrying  capacities  are  considered  conservative  enough 
to  obtain  a  5t  forage  increase  over  15  years. 


RESPOHSE  TO  HAROLD  LEE  ISAACS 


#115 

Favorable  weather  conditions  and  good  water  developments  are 
indeed  vary  important  factors  in  forage  production  and  utilisa- 
tion by  livestock.   Even  good  condition  range,  however,  may  only 
be  producing  at  one-half  its  potential.   Selective  livestock  use 
areas  (near  water  sources,  coulee  bottoms,  and  other  sites  which 
are  preferred  by  livestock)  will  usually  be  grazed  btyond  proper 
use.   Recovery  of  these  areas  can  be  accomplished  by  the  timely 
resting  of  each  pasture  to  allow  replenishment  of  plant  vigor  and 
reproduction  necessary  to  establish  a  good  cover  of  vegetation. 
Other  multiple  use  values  must  be  considered  in  livestock  grazing 
management  on  public  lands-   Multiple  use  management  objectives 
require  field  monitoring  and  evaluation.   Allotment  supervision 
is  needed  to  insure  compliance  with  permitted  use.   Along  with 
the  expenditure  of  funds  comos  thii  responsibility  t 
able  for  the  field  effectii 
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UlO  WoodHorCh  ATo. 
Missoula,  Kontan« 
April  10.    191'9 


fH 


^ 


Hr.    EdNln  Znldllcz 
StnKo  Director 
Bureau   of   Land   Kftnttgemcr t. 
P.O.    Box  30157 
EUllngs,   Hortfinfl 

Dear   Ed  1 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity   to  review  BiCcma- 
tlTfi   nmnnpement   options    for   thp   Mlaaourl    Brealts, 
rhc   fomnt   for   this   draft   expedited   review.      Too   bad 
we  rtldn't  have   the  opportunity  to  consider  opclona 
one   hundred   yeara   apo. 

In  Planning  for  so   larye  an  area  with  such  diverse 

wildlife   populntlonn  we   must    first   realize   thnt    Che 
animals  are   In  place  because   the  hnticat  meets   their 
requirement.      Domestic  dnlmnls   can  adapt   to  nc«  areas. 
HAlJltat   beneficial   to    them    oan   be   developed.      Wildlife 
can   be   ralntroduced   but   populations   cannot   be   moved. 

With  this   m'raind  It  beoomaa  neceasnry  to  be  alta 
apoolfic  ir  racommenfilnB  reat  rotation,    deferred 
rotation,    fencing,   water  ponds,    plowing,    seeding,   and 
spraylnp.      It   1h   not   logical   to   unconditionally   oppona 
these   practices   but   eaeh   project   proposal  ffluat   be 
evaluated   for  its  wildlife   Impacts. 


Some  specific! 


found   In  reading  t 


!Tho  proposal    to  spray  2,236  acres  of  sagebrush  In 
Say  Coulee  Allotment    (#6182)    Is  unacceptable  in  light 
of  the  area's   Importance  to   eage  prouse  and  mula  deoTi 
Plowing:  nn^    seedinii;  In  the  east  portion  of  the 
East  Indian   Anotmen=    (#2001)    should  not  bo  considered 
In   the  portion  that  is   critical  to  sase     grousei 


cfi   should  be  considered  when 

and  nong-Btae   birds   and  animals 

Ity   or   the  water   quality 


Fencing  of  riper' 
they  are  critical  ti 
or  when  the  vsgetat: 
la    threataned t 

Sharpcallcd   srouse   dancing   grounrts   and   sage   grouae 
strutting  grounds  and  their  contiguous  nesting  and 
broodlBK  sites  must  be  located  and  managed   to  aaaure 
adequate  vegetative  cover,   probably  should  not  ba 
gr»EOd   until   broods   are  moblloi 


nonconsuBiptlve  uses,    {P  3-1)  "ill  not  benefit  wildlife 
unless   the   Increaae  la   In  areas    that  contain   the  other 
Hlemento   of    their   habitat.      This   creatog   the   challenge 
or   allocating   Increased    forage    to    the    opcimim  uao   rather 
than   a   percentage   split. 

Accflos  must  be  carefully  planned   Co  retain  raoreational 
quality,    to  avoid  wildlife   concentration  areas,    to 
avoid  a  threat  to  domestic  stock,    and  to  protect  the 
iroll.      Some   aecaoa   Is   necessary.       Excess   access    ellnlnacoa 


aonie   place    the   draft   referred   to   the  dlgElng 

ice   post   holes   as   banaflclal   to   roolc   houndo— 

gl 

ad    I   can't   find   it   again. 

Blstorlcally   the   organizations    I   have   been  1 

with  have  supported  programs   to  improve  range  production, 
to  prevent,    or  at  least,  iBinlnlze  the   inpacta  of 
developments   that  take  land  out  of  production,    and  to 
proncrve    the   family   farm. 

This    la   atUl   our   objective.      Points   made   in   this 
roviOM  are  not   in  conflict  with  thoao  priclplea,    but 
they   do   favor   the   allocation   of   public    land   to   wUdllfe 
where  domestic  graBlng  will   reduce  native  species. 
We  do  not  wish  to   create  any  nan   threatened,    endangered 
or    Bittlnot   species, 

EcononlC   competition   hag   driven   the   private   operator 
into  naxlmlzlng  his  salable  produce.      Helthor  the  public 
nor  the  wildlife  Is  as  welcome  on  many  private  lands 
aa  they  once  were.      Game  farms,   paid  access,   and  out 
and  out   closursa  of  private  lands  have  made   It   Iraperatlv* 
that   public   land   rccialn   public    lands   and    that    they 
support   the  diverse  wild  populations  Vhloh  so  many  of 
our  people  enjoy. 

There  is   little  dlfforonce  in  what  I'm  asking  and 
what   you   propose   on   page   1-?,      If    in   Implementation 
we   can   aaree   on   how   many   animals ,    how   early   and   how    late, 
where  to  fence,  where  not  to  graze,  where  to  provide 
water,   we  can  mminiae  the  conflict.      Diversified 
_cltli;en  Input   in  specific  programs  will  bo  essential. 

Sincerely, 


'5(;)ow^_V^>-^'-*="'~^" 


Donald  Udnch 


r  = 

*     of   V. 
l^la   1; 


Consider  ellBinstlng  doaoatlc  erailng  on  the  3  percent 
unusable  rangeland—at  least  the  7'*  percent  of  It  that 
the  river  breaks  land  form.    IP2-86) 

the   Draft    that 


A   Bighorn   shaap    Introduction   has   had   little   success 
due   to   limited   winter   habitat   and    livestock   competition, 
(P  2-30).      It  would  seem  that  the  United  winter  habitat 
la  a  result  of  llvestoOi  use  since  sheep  were  native  to 
the  area.      However,    it  was  the  extinct  Audubon  sheep 
that  were  natlvei 

DomcBtlc  grazing  and  sagebrush  laanlpulatlon  reduce 
mule   deer  habitat    especially   during   the   critical  months 
of   October   through   June.      Programs    that   could    Increase 
domestic   animals   use   of   known  Wintering   habitat   should 
be   avoided.     (P   2-26) 


Map  2-6  aoes  not  identify  nil 
year  long  habitat.      The  use  of  1 
to  datennine  pra-oontrol  Invonto 
ferrotn    In   prairie   dogtowns   do   no 
or  inadequataly  researched  deolsl 


nreaa   of   high   Value 
terdlBolpllnary  teams 
les  of   the  black-footoc 

preclude  prejudiced 

,s.  (P  2032) 


In  Identifying  areas  for  wilderness   atudy  1  would 
expect  you  to  consider  portions   iesa   the  5,000  acres 
If  they  are  contiguous  to  roadless  lands  managed 
by  the  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service  which  bring  the  total 
to   5,000  acres, 

I  Free   roaming  horses   that   do   not   rseet  wild   horse 

i_  criteria  should  be  rcooTed  from  public  land  in  the 
■most   humane   method   poaalblc.      The   rnnaining   anlnala 

I  should   bo   controllod   so    they   do   not    expand    their   range. 

Placement  of  stoclt  watering  ponds  should  consider 
lO   Increased   oomuoEltlon   between   domestic   and   wild 
animals,    the   sacrifice   area   that   dovalops   nround    the 
ponds,   and   the   fact   that   this   excesalve   grazing   creates 
prairie  dog  habitat  ana  ideal  conditions  for  grasahoppera. 

If  only  17  percent  of   the  forage  for  livestock 
within  the  E3  comes  from  the  public   land,    (P  2-86)   we 
ahould   be   ablo   to  Rive  noro   consideration   to  wildlife 
in  allocating  location  and  season  of  use  for  donestle 
graalng  without   impairing  the  eeononlcs  of  the  operator. 

Allocating   60   to   70   percent   of   the   Increase   forage 
to  waternhad,  wildlife  and  other  consumptive  and 


RESPONSE  TO  DQHALD  ALORICH 
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Mildlifa  values  were  considered  in  the  land  use  planning  procosi 
which  formod  the  basis  for  the  proposed  action  (sea  Table  1-3  In 
the  DES) .   In  addition,  a  mitigating  Ricasurc,  included  in  the  DES 
in  rocognition  of  potential  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  values, 
stipulates  Chat  an  interdiaciplinory  team  including  a  wildlife 
biologist  will  be  involved  in  determining  the  final  locotlon, 
time  of  construction,  and  construction  atipulations  for  all 
projeots  (pa<re  4-1  of  the  DES]  . 


1119 


'oatock  qri 


1  wintering  areas  for  antelope  and  other  i 
Ille  IS  held  to  a  minimum  on  public  lands.  Winter  grazing  or 
pastures  with  public  land  adjacent  to  ranch  headquarters  is  c 
sionally  unavoidable.  However,  supplemental  feeding  of  hay  1 
livestock  usually  occurs  on  private  land.  This  reduces  tha  i 
of  native  vegetation  on  public  lanrls. 


See  response  to  coBanents  II  and  *97. 

1121 

Sec  response  to  comments  tl   and  IS7. 


The  common t 


response  to  comment  fl93. 


«1Z3 


See  the  second  and  third  paragraphs  of  the 


The  interdisciplinary  approach  (including  the  participation  of  a 
wildlife  biologisc)  to  allotment  management  plan  development, 
including  finnlization  of  the  plan  just  prior  to  implementation, 
provides  the  mechanism  for  consideration  of  the  needs  of  prairie 
groueo  in  the  development  of  grazing  systems.   The  actual  on-th«- 
ground  consideration  given  to  grouse  depends  upon  the  time  and 
funding  available  for  the  development  and  Implementation  of 
wildlife  enhancement  measures  and  multiple-use  decisions  by  Area 
and  District  Managccs. 


.—27- 


tl24 

No  livestock  grazing  capacity  has  been  assigned  ranqelanda 
identified  as  unsuitable.   These  areas  ace  generally  ^tccp  slopes 
which  are  inaccessable  to  normally  grazing  livestock  and  receive 
little  or  no  livestock  use.   Eliminating  domestic  grazing  complete- 
ly would  require  substantial  fencing  and  maintenance,  which  would 
be  very  costly  in  rough  terrain.   However,  identification  of 
unsuitable  areas  (and  appropriate  livestock  reductions)  avoids 
over-obligation  o£  the  remainder  of  an  allotment  where  the  majority 
of  the  graiinq  activity  will  occur. 


We  know  of  i 
sheep  that 
(given  the  Bame  ; 
extinct  Audubon  i 


I  response  to  < 


snce  that  the  current  subspecies  of  bighorn 
Ln  the  breaks  is  any  less  adapted  to  the  arei 
:   of  environmental  conditions)  that  was  the  r 
ispecies.   See  response  to  connnent  1153. 


»127 

Map  2-e  identities  all  areas  of  high  value  yearlong  habitat  and 
concentration  areas  during  severe  winters  for  mule  deer  that  had 
been  mapped  by  either  the  BLM  or  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
at  the  time  the  maps  were  compiled.  It  is  certain,  however,  as 
you  imply  that  additional  areas  of  great  importance  to  mule  deer 
CxiBt  and  should  be  mapped.   See  response  to  comment  1244. 

It  is  true  that  inventories  and  interdisciplinary  teams  do  not 
guarantee  sound  decisions.  But  they  do  help,  as  does  the  public 
review  of  draft  environmental  impact  statements.  The  last  sen- 
tence of  the  third  paragraph  under  Small  Mammals  on  page  2-32  of 
the  DES  Should  be  changed  to  read,  "The  team  will  be  resporsihle 
for  providing  data  input  for  any  decision  affecting  prairie  dog 
control." 


It  is  ELK  policy  that  the  wlldarnesa  inventory  will  consider  an 
area  of  public  land  with  less  than  S,OOD  contiguous  roadless 
acres  for  Wilderness  Study  Area  identification  when  it  possesses 
wilderness  characteristics  and  is  '(1)  contiguous  with  land 


order  for  the  decisionmaker  to  evaluate  them  properly.   Examples, 
not  necessarily  In  order  of  priority,  of  criteria  currently  used 
are:   ability  Of  wildlife  populations  to  use  additional  AUMS;  the 
need  of  operators  for  additional  AUMs;  and  local  and  regional 
importance  of  the  wildlife  populations  in  question.   Data  needed 
include  the  dollar  value  of  the  AUM3,  numbers  and  stasonal  use 
patterns  of  game  animals,  food  and  cover  requirements  of  those 
animals  in  terms  of  the  forage  to  be  allocated.   These  factors 
are  considered  in  the  planning  system  process  from  MFP  through 
AMP  development  to  the  extent  data  are  available  and  oan  and  do 
supercede  across  the  board  percentage  allocations.   Also  see 
response  to  comment  f241. 


1133 

We  Eully  agra*  with  the  need  to  provide  only  carefully  planned 
access.   The  only  new  roads  included  in  the  proposed  action  are 
those  necessary  for  construction  of  Che  range  improvements. 
Unless  the  resulting  roads  are  needed  for  other  purposes,  they 
will  be  removed  and  reseeded  (see  Appendix  3,  pages  A-27  to  ft-31 
in  the  DES) . 


On  page  3-30  of  the  DES,  it  is  noted  that  soil  disturbonces 
associated  with  the  proposed  range  improvements  could  improve 
conditions  for  collecting  by  exposing  specimens  to  rockhounds, 

S135 

Multiple  use  management  on  these  lands  will  continue  to  allow  the 
production  of  diverse  wildlife  populations  although  in  many  cases 
because  of  legitimate  conflicting  uses,  native  wildlife  species 
will  remain  below  potential  levels.   Under  FLPMA,  BLM  is  mandated 
to  retain  public  land  in  public  ownership  unless  disposal  servos 
the  national  interest  (Section  102(a)(1),  PL  94-579).   Increasing 
national  concern  for  wildlife  and  recreational  opportunities  on 
public  land  makes  it  unlikely  that  any  large  tracts  in  the  ES 
area  will  be  disposed  of. 


Cooperation  with  the  affected  livestock  operators  and  other 
interested  individuals  and  groups  will  continue  throughout  the 
implementation  process. 


managed  by  another  agency  which  has  been  formally  determined  to 
have  wildernesH  or  potential  wilderness  values,  or  (2)  contiguous 
with  an  area  of  less  than  5,Q0O  acre.i  of  othi-r  federal  lands 
administered  by  an  agency  with  authority  to  study  and  preserve 
wildernes.-i  lands,  and  the  combined  total  is  5, ODD  acres  or  more." 

(129 

See  response  to  comment  *137. 

1130 

See  response  to  comments  1100  and  #101. 

#131 

The  statement  on  page  2-86  of  the  DES  that  AUMs  used  annually  on 
BLM  lands  in  the  ES  area  represent  171  of  the  total  annual  AUM 
needs  in  that  area  is  incorrect.   The  1976  livestock  population 
estimates  used  in  this  discussion  refer  to  the  nine  countloa  in 
which  the  ES  area  lies,  not  just  the  ES  area.   Because  the  ES 
area  includes  only  a  small  portion  of  large  counties  such  as 
Blaine,  Phillips,  valley,  McCone,  Chouteau,  and  Garfield,  the  171 
figure  greatly  understates  the  public  land  contribution  to  total 
ES  area  AUM  needs. 

The  subject  paragraph  on  page  2-B6  should  be  changed  (changes  are 
underlined)  to  read  as  follows: 


the  I 


;al  of  lV6,i0O  ■ 


lin 


in 


which  would  require  i, 042,400  AUMs  of  forage  and  supplements 
annually.   Present  licensed  use  from  BLM  records  show  a 
total  of  352,397  AUMs  being  used  annually  from  public  lands 
within  the  ES  area.   These  AUMs  represent  about  17%  of  the 
total  annual  needs  for  the  nine  counties  in  which  the  ES 
area  lies.   Although  this  17%  does  not  represent  the  only 
major  source  of  livestock  forage,  it  does  represent  a 
dependency  on  public  lands  for  forage  during  critical 
periods  of  the  graiing  season  for  most  operators." 


Vour  statement  is  valid.  The  challenge  of  allocating  : 
forage  to  the  optimum  use  rather  than  a  percentage  split  requires 
criteria  for  defining  optimum  use.  These  criteria  are  currently 
poorly  defined  and  subjective  and  require  considerable  data  in 
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Edwin  Zaidlict 

State  01 rector 

Bureau  of  X-and  Management 

222   North    32nd   Street 

P.O.    BoK    30157 

Billings,   Montana      59107 


Deal 


Mr,    Kaidllc: 


Thank   you   for   the   opportunity   to   review   and  comraent 
on   the   Draft  Environpental   Statement   on   Grazing   Management 
in    the   Missouri   Breaks   of  Montana.      The   American   Horse   Trotec- 
tion   Association   has   carefully   considered   those   parts   of    the 
Statement   which   would   have    a   direct   Impact   on  wild  horses. 

Your    intention    to   round-up    the   small   wild   horse  band 
which   graies   araung   the   Ervin   Ridge   allotment   causes    us   grave 
concern.      In   our  experience   this    is   an   entirely   unique   and 
unwarranted   method   of   carrying   out   the   Bureau's   management 
protection   and   protection   manageiccnt   duties   under   the   Wild,    Tree- 
Roaming   Horses   and   Burros   Act.      It   carries   strong  overtone   of   an 
attempt    to   get   rid   o£   a    "problem."      Wc    sincerely   hope   that   this 


Any  round-up  of  the 
and  conducted,  necessarily  in" 
possibility  of  death  or  injury 
express   policy   of   Congi 

harassed.  Management  activities  are  not  to  oc  at  tne  minima, 
feasible  land.  Harassing  and  capturing  horses  to  determine 
whether  or  not  they  are  "truly  wild,"  absent  some  reasonable 
cause  to  suspect  that  the  population  includes  branded  strays 
therefore  turns  the  Bureau's  management  responsibility 
head   and   ignores  CongresBional   policy. 


trauma   and   a   significant 
ury.      The  act  provides  that  it  is  an 
that  wild  horses  not  be  captured  or 


its 
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The  law  is  clear — as  is  Bureau  policy--th«t  the 
obligation  to  identify  and  claim  privately  ovmed  horses  rests 
I    the   claimant,    not   the   Bureau.      Unless   a   claim  is   made,    the 
irses  are  presumed  to  be  wild  and  under  the  protection  of   the 
Act.      If   you   havo   good   reason   to  believe   that   some   or   nil   of   the 
horeee  are  branded  strays,    that  evidenca  should  be   included  in 
the  Environmental  Statement.      If  you  have  no  basis   for  Che  action 
no  round-up  activity  should  be  undertaken. 

Should  the  round-up  over  take  place,  we  aseume   that 
the  moat  humane  and  safe  procedures  will  be   followed;    that 

.ution  will  be  exercised  to  ensure  that  only  branded 
any,  are  plJCed  with  their  rightful  owneraj  and  that 
a  detailed  plan  for  effecting  the  project  will  be  Eubmittod  for 
public  comment  prior  to  the  undertaking. 


Map  2-9,  the  wild  horae 
It  of  the  total  area 
This  area  does  not 
ration  areas  of  any  big- 


We  also  note  that  according  t< 
habitat  comprises  only  23,100  acres,  or 
covered  by  the  Environmental  Statement, 
conflict  with  the  crucial  winter  concen' 
ne  wildlife. 

Consequently!   wa  proposed  that  the  Management  Plan  be 
snded   to   specifically   allot    sufficient   forage   to   suprjort   the 
wild  horse   band;    and   that   a   study   be   undertaken   to   dotennine    its 
population  characteristics  and  llkfely   rate  of  growth.      Further, 
since    the   horses   are   concentrated   on   such   a   arnall   portion   of   the 
total  EIS  area,    and  are  preferred  users  under  the  Act;   we  suggest 
that   as    the   Management   Plan   is    implemented   and   additional   AUMS 
of   forage   become   available   due    to   range    improvement,    thoy  be 
reserved   for    the   horses.      This  would  permit   natural   increases    in 
herd  size  without   creating   conflicts   for   forage   with   cattle   and 
without    requiring   a   reduction    in   the   number  of   cattle   permitted 
to   graxe   the  Ervin   Ridge  Allotment. 


y-J^ -wi 
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Since  those  animala  were  not  claimed  during  the  period  of 
August  15  to  November  15,  1973,  they  will  be  considered  wild 
free-roaming  horses  and  burros.   Any  branded  animals  will  bo 
removed  when,  and  if,  excess  animals  are  gathered  at  some  future 
date.   BLM  policy  is  that  any  horse  or  burro  on  the  public  lands 
not  claimed  Is  considered  wild  and  free-roaming  until  captured, 
inspected,  and  found  to  be  branded.   See  Part  2  for  revised 
wording  on  page  2-30  of  the  DES. 


U-^\     yjt-t-i^. 
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RESPOHSE  TO  DM.TOH  BROWS 


The  grazing  rogulatioriB  specify  the  amouni 
in  settlomcnt  for  unauthorized  grazing  uni 
the  following  manner  (43  CFR  4150.3): 

(a)  The  amount  due  the  United  States  in  oettlement  for  unauth- 
orised grazing  use  shall  be  determinod  by  the  authorized  officer 
as  follows: 

(11   "Nonwillful  violations."  Th«  value  of  forage  consumed 
as  determined  by  the  average  monthly  rate  for  pasturing 
livestock  on  privately  owned  land  (excluding  irrigated  land} 
Eoi  the  11  western  states  as  published  annually  by  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

(2)   "Willful  and  repeated  villful  violations."   Twice  the 
value  of  the  forage  consumed  as  dobermined  in  paragraph 
(a) (1)  of  this  section. 

I  the  public  lands  and 

(4)   All  expenses  incurred  by  the  Unitad  States  including 
those  incurred  in  gathering,  impounding,  caring  for,  and 
disposing  of  livestock  in  cases  whioh  necessitate  impound- 
ment under  Section  4150.5. 


(c)   No  permit  or  lease  shall  be  iaauod  or  renewed  until  any 
amount  found  to  be  due  in  the  United  States  under  this  aectiot 
has  baen  paid. 

#139 

Fence  maintenance  on  public  land*  ia  authorized  on  cooperativi 
agreements  or  range  improvement  permits.   Failure  to  comply  w: 
the  terms,  conditions,  and  stipulntiono  of  range  improvement 
cooperative  agreements  or  range  improvement  permits  is  subject 
civil  penalties  under  "43  CFR   4170.1. 


Aptll  18,  1979 


^ 


QEftf  Ed"lr  Zttidllci, 

We'd   like   to  commont  on  the  book    "Mioaourl  Breako"  and  on  the  proposed  nilder- 
nooB  iwar  or  Ircludlng   the    "Bl^   Dry"  arpa.      He  hope  you'll  help  pooplo  in  livo- 
Etock  buainooa  ao  thoy  won't  loao  tholr  homes  and  every  dyoan  thov'vp  built. 

Wo  just  bought  the   Noll  nnd  Cecolia  Jllnt  ranch  <u«l   that  kas  oUE  droam  codb 
true.      Now  wft'ro  afraid  wo  could  lose  It  b*caUEw  wo  havo  BLH  aixl  CMR  tut  we'll 
fJKht  to  koop  our  homo  and  dream.      Why  do  BUI  and  CHH  havo  to  try  putting  uo 
out  of  iHisineaB  and  try  to  blame  deeraaolr^  wlldllfo  nujibora  on  US'!     Hares  how 
wc  rcol  about  all  thlsi 
'  Ralalng  llveateck   la  our  way  of  llfo-tha  only  life   wb   lovn-and  Its  better 

than  ourdBrlnfi  wllilllfe  in  huntlr^  suason  or  boir«  on  dope,   welfare  or  boli« 
a  crlalnal  etc.      If  they'd   leava  us  alone  and  atop  hunting  season  a  couple  of 
yearo  and   Unit  the  nunbora  of  llceneea  oold,    thoro  would  bo  oore  wlldUfB-oapnc- 
lally  deer  nnd  anUlopo.      Also,    If  SLK  l.i  irarrled  about  how  wildlife  can  survive 
winters,   all  they  hiive   to  do  la  roed  theB  like  we  do  our   IJvoatock.      Livestock 
dpaan,"_t  eat  or  damage  wlldllfo   tho  way  the  book  siaya  but  coyotes,   hard  wintoro, 
disease,   drought  and  hurtorn  do.      BLM  can't  have  evidence   that  competition  with 
livestock  Units  door   (^.   2-2?)  because  llvastoek  dooan't  bother  deer  etc.      It 
they  did,   why  do  you  always  find  wildlife  with  or  near  livoatock  and   the  wlldllfo 
anin't  found   In  empty  and  uneroi^d  paoturoa  noat  of  the  tlrno.      Stop  the    "Buck 
only"  season  also  booauao   bucka  ore  most  ocatce. 
'  If  BLH  runn  people   out  of  bualnoss   (]«.   8-22,   3-33)  who  will  raise   ne^t 

and  crops  to  fcod  the  world  and  who  will  pay  governaent  WBp;Bn  when  llvootook 
ownero  no  longer  do?     This  world  Is  turning  totally  cownunlat  and   I  wish  people 
^would  atop  coMiuniaB  and  crime  Instead  of  runnlr«   people  out  of  tholr  hooeo. 

Hunting  and  jnoro  people   (recreation)  scant  noro  of  your  wildlife  off  than 
erazing   livoatock  could.      Ifeople  and  tholr  vehlcleo  also  trample  oore  grasa  than 
livestock  does  and   they  leave  boor  cans  etc.     Boatings,   notorcyclire  for  fun  etc 
also  scares  and  dlalurba  the  natural  habitat  of  fish  and  wUdlUo  noro  than  a 
groilns  cow  etc.  doea.      Livestock  doesn't  aafce  the  scenery  seea  leoo  primitive. 
They've  toon  here  slnco   Cowboys  and   Indians  wore  and  that  nakeo  them  primitive 
hut  If  you  run  ranchers  out  of  buElnoaa,   the  world  sum  won't  be  as  primitive, 
lou  can't  bring  dinosaurs  bach  so  whats  wtoi«  with  livestock?     ^licir  alot  more 
primitive  and  donlt  distract  from  thn    'Vllda"  Uk«  peoples  litter,   campera, 
boats  otc,      I've  never  heani  anyone  say  livestock  aren't  primitive  and  if  the 
"orKftnlc  fortlUzer"  that  livestock  loaves  really  bothewd  people,   why  do  people 
buy  decorated  turdsT     Ortfanlc  furtlliier  Is  the  beat  to  have  because   It  doesn't 
hurt  the  soil  etc.     Reservoirs  and  hundreds  of  nlles  of  now  fonco   sure   Isn't  selng 
to  ntake   thu   land  look    "prl'iiltlve "  and  what  Is  a   "WHdorneas"  If  It  has  fences 
all  ovor  It  to  apoll  tho  whole    "^dOd"  idea? 

Uvostock  doesn't  cause  erosion  either.      Host  eroolon  happens  on  gumbo  hllla 
where  nothing  grows  and  BLN  tries  to  blame  livestock  and  ranchoro  for  the    "Bad- 
lands" that   BLi  o-.(ns.       Fttopla   would  probably  buy  coat   BLM  If  BLII  would   sell   It 
then  the  ranchers  could  worry  about  grass,   wildlife  etc.   and  govRrnBont  would 
be  out  of  our  hair.     Erosion  will  alwaya  bo  a  prohlen  because  of  wind,   weather, 
rain  and  snow  but  don't  blame  livestock.      Bioy  don't  ruin  grass  like  2L«  says 
either  tmcause  the  only   livestock  that  gxaaica   that  close  is  aheop,   and  your 
wildlife  and  prairie  dogs  and  grasshoppers  ruin  slot  of  vegatatton.      Aioplo  won't 


4140.1  of  the  grazing  regulations  statesi 


(11  Allowing  livestock  on  or  driving  livestock  across  these 
lands  without  a  permit  or  lease  or  in  violation  of  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  a  permit  or  lease,  either  by  exceeding  the 
number  of  livestock  authorized,  or  by  allCFWing  livestock  to 
be  on  these  lands  in  an  area  oc  at  a  time  different  from 
that  designated. 
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The  proposed  adji 

reflective  of  the 

bo  contrary  to  existing  law  i 

livestock  use  than  current  ai 

havo  been  proposed  according 

wildlife  habitot  requirements .    as  BLK's   is  matidatec 

public  landa  on  a  multiple  use  basis. 
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Livestock  carrying  capacity  could  be  significantly 
various  methods  (refer  to  the  Livestock  Forage  Maximi 
alternative,  page  B-22) ,   Only  a  small  acreage  (2.236 
ified  for  big  sagebrush  spraying  because  of  critical  . 
conditions  (see  response  to  comment  197) . 


stocking  traces  [both  up  end  down)  j 
lilable  livestock  forage.   It  woulc 
ind  regulations  to  authorize  more 
i-ailiiblc  forage.   Some  adjustments 


overgraze  srsry  sueh  because   that  harms  thenselvos.      Ita  drought,  hall  etc.    that 
causes  loss  grass  on  cone  years.      (This  la  an  example   that  happened  to  Kazan's 
Ihd-KeJvln  Thomas,     He  got  hailed  out  real  bad  for  two  years  in  a  row  while  your 
ELK  guys  examined  his  ranch  and  they  were  so  stupid  that  they  tried  to  blano  hln 
for  poor  manageaant  and  ho 'a  boon  under  stocked  for  years  so  that  wasn't  it.      Ihey 
had  to  bo  pretty  dumb  when  they  couldn't  tell  that  hall  had  done   that  danuise),      Ift 
don't  need  contour  farnti«  either  cause  big  rains  and  spring  runoff  will  really 
erode  down  those  furrows. 

Carfleld  County  has  tho   lownst  rate  of  uneaploynent-!>,l*  and   If  BLM  forces 
people  out  of  businooB  for  stupid  reasons,  you'll  ralae  that  drastically.     On 
pg.   &-3U  the  book  says  It  would  make  ranchers  find  another  place  for  tholi 
cattle  during  vegetation  r»covory  period  If  the  treated  area  couldn't  be 
scheduled  with  norsal  rest.      Thats  discrimination  and   I  don't  know  how  BLM 
thinks  you  could  run  oore  cows  sooeday  whore  you  can  only  run  what  ue  do  now. 
Also,   If  you  sake   amallor  pastures,   tho   livestock  could   "trample"  the  gross  like 
they  do  in  a  corral  bocause  you'd  have  all  livestock   In  a  amaller  place.      Vb 

nood  more  fences  to  deface  the  country,   to  repair  or  find  dead  wildllfo  in, 
SeaidoB  that,   the  BLM  smooth  bottom  wire  sure  wouldn't  keep  wlldllfo  fro«  goli^ 
n  private   land  but  BLH  sure  screams  somtlnus  when  our  livestock  Is  on  BLM 
t  the  wrong  tine.     Ranchers  food  tho  wildlife  anyway  and  try  to  keep  then  .lafe 
but  BLM  and   CUB  bliUBoa  thara  for  fewer  wlldllfo.      Its  also  no  buslnoaa  of  the  BLN 
or  anyone  elao  if  thoroa  wlldllfo  on  rrivate   land.     The  book  showa  where  wildlife 
be  found   on  deeded  land. 

On  Fg.   2-26  It  cays  there  are  l^*, 000 -23, 000  door  and   that  their  tho  most 
dant  bl^  game  anlnal ,      Both  those  atatenonts  arc  false.      Doer  aro  alot  more 
ce   than  antelope.     On  re-   2-29  it  says  thoro  are  only  13.000-20,000  antclopo 
OS   I  said,    there  are  alot  more  antelope  than  deer.      Something  that  iii  scurce 
obonto  and  thoy  shouldn't  bo  trapped  for  about  •*  years.      In  another  ploce 
ho  book  It  says  there  are  only  W-fiC  bald  eagles  and  thats  WTor«  alao  bo- 
e   I've  seen  that  sany  In  one  day  on  one  ranch, 
BW  really  stopped  out  of  lino  when  thoy  showed  peoples  Incone.      Ihats  our 
i  and  the   IRS.      Un  got  a  fair  sized  incoro  from  calf  or  lamb  or  crops 
you  over  looked  at  what  we  and  up  with  after  payirg  for  feed,   loans  etc.? 
re,   8-15  how  would  olimlnating  livestock  stop  shootii^  hazards?     livuatock 
shoot  people  you  know,      rwople  don't  nocd  to  be  shooting  all  ovor  the 
_Horld  anyway  because  more  accidents  happen  tM  that  nolsa  scares  wildlife  otc, 
6-11   Livoatock  doesn't  harm  spawnlr^  areas  for  fish.      Grltttors  only 
lank  to  sip  water  from  and  thoy  sure  aren't  bothering  oggs  otc,   llko 
piioplo  and   boats  do. 

2-31   It  isn't  competition  with  livestock  that  koapa  Bighorn  Sheep  from 
being  here,   its  people,   coyotes  and  the  wrong  land  for  them. 

Peoolie  rtiservolrs  and  water  tanks  Is  stupid  and  so  are  the    'toinwater 
atchmanta".      The    "cotchnonts "  pipes  will  freese  and  break  and  will  plug  with 
rud  and  bushon.      Livestock  hardly  ever  got  In  water  tanks  and  thoy  don't  harm 
:*aervoira  either.      BUI  doBages  more  grass  and   land  when   they  won't  lot  aooeonB 
)Ut  out  a  fire  real  quick  with  a  doior.      Instead  tho  BW.  lata  it  burn  forever 
[exaoplei    "Uaedar 's"  ranch). 

iftiy  does  BLM  and  CUB  have   to  bother  people   that  stay  hone  and  work  hard? 
They  alwaya  have   the  anetlngo  in  spring  when  pooplo  aro  calvli^  and   lamblrg  and 
roads  ore  bad  so  they  can't  cow  and  defend  thenselves  too.      Why  should  wo  have 
defend  ourselves  lion  BLH  and  CUR?    They  shouldn't  bo  trying  to  take  our  hooos 
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I  aw«y  «nd  < 

loUU  for 

■157    f=nc 
I   they 


ThlB  voarld  i[Ots  Wughor  everyday  hut  ve  sure  won't  ataiKl 
rule  us  or  for  peopU   to  take  aur  hoaes  away. 
SLH  (uid  CMR  ore  golr%  to  sat  funds  enough   to  rslso  roads,   bulU 
1  otci   and   to  keep  thoo  up  xlthoul.  ualr«  pur   Lax  dollars  ¥hon 


?  Would  you  also  help  stop  tho  propoood  Hlldornoaa  that  Muteo  In  the    "Blfi   Ery" 

area?     None  of  It  la  HlldBrnoas  but  it  sure  Is  the  hoaoo  of  alot  of  Innocent  peoplo 
that  don't  harn  BLM,      What  Is  this  world  ffoir«  to  be   If  all  tho  people  axe  out 
playing   In  the    "kiildiirnOBa "  and  thpy'va  run  the  rftnchero  out  that  feed  the   people? 
Tou  Euro  can't  bo  an  honeat  haird  working  poraon  anyraore  and  get  ty  In  tho  vorld. 

Jen  this  world  setting   "orodod"  by  onythlr^  us  much  as  tho  govorn- 


lllBVD 


1  poorly  wrlltan  book  published 


PleaM  help  atop  all  these  idiotic  plans  for   "ullderr^oa"  onl  for  nllnlnatlr 
LLveatock   ao  ire  can  otop  this   "Civil  War", 

Us'll  see  you  In  Jordan  April  26tn.     Ihanhs  for  listening  to  our  comnonta. 


,^U:3vj 
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remaining  native  plants  or  newly  seeded  plant  species  an  oppor- 
tunity to  establish  a  vigorous  root  system  and  to  fill  in  the 
bare  spaces.   The  acreage  identified  for  treatment  (page  8-24} 
has  a  potential  for  much  greater  forage  production  than  it  is  nov 
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Extremely  amall  pastures  are  neither  coat  effective  nor  environ- 
mental ly  sound.   However,  reasonably  located  inter ic 
foncea  will  accommodate  needed  rotation  of  livestDc) 
plant  spocioa  regular  rest  from  domestic  livestock  use.   We 
cannot  exert  direct  management  control  on  most  wildlife,  but 
directed  by  law  and  regulation  to  manage  livestock  i 
with  other  users  of  the  public  lands.   The  smooth  bottom  wire  is 
specified  to  allow  safer  passage  by  antelope,  not  to  control 
their  r 
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Our  response  to  comment  17  aokjiowledges  the  substantial  wildlife 
production  that  occurs  on  public  land.   It  is  further  acknowledged 
that  many  ranchers  suffer  substantial  economic  losses  from  wild- 
life use  of  haystacks  and  various  crops.   BLM  does  not  blame 
ranchers  for  fewer  wildlife.   What  the  wildlife  1 
impact  statement  attempted  to  point  out  ts  that  i 
management  practices  such  as  reservoir  ar 
have  an  adverse  impact  on  some  wildlife  species. 
able  facts  on  the  benefits  and  negative  impacts  of  a  range  improve- 
ment or  grazing  system  are  in  hand,  the  BLM  manager  must  decide 
through  established  planning  system  procedures  whether  or  not  the 
benefits  outwtigh  various  coats.   Wildlife  populations  on  private 
land  can  be  relevant  to  these  decisions  since  wildlife  on  private 
lands  may  also  be  dependent  or  partially  dependent  upon  adjacent 
federal  land. 


Once  the  avail 
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Although  population  estimates  for  big  game  animals  within  the 
entire  SS  area  are  necessarily  very  crude,  available  information 
indicates  that  there  are  considerably  more  doer  compared  to  ante- 
lope than  indicated  by  the  figures  presented  in  the  OT.%.      See 
response  to  comment  1270.   However,  there  are  areas  within  the  ES 
area  where  there  are  more  antelope  than  deer.   Perhaps  this  is 
what  you  are  referring  to. 

It  la  agreed  that  bobcats  are  scare*.   Ftecommondatlons  for  bobcat 
trapping  regulations  should  be  dir«Ct*d  to  the  Montana  Department 

of  Fish  and  Game. 


RESPQSSE    TO   CLAY    AMD    KAREN    TAYLOR 
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Hunting  seasons,  the  number  of  licenses  sold,  and  the  species  and 
the  sex  of  animala  hunted  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Montana 
Department  of  Fiah  and  Gome,  not  the  BLM.   The  winter  feeding  of 
wildlife  ia  eomatimes  a  useful  technique  but  it  is  very  expensive 
and  controversial.   See  response  to  comment  IS  and  the  second 
paragraph  of  comment  I7S. 

1144 

The  discussion  of  economic  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed 
action  (page  3-33)  indicates  that  three  operators  may  experience 
difficulty  in  maintaining  an  economically  viable  operation  during 
the  initial  phases  of  implementation.   Alternative  C,  Reduced 
Levels  of  LiveEtooIt  Use,  could  cause  over  one-half  of  the  allot- 
ments (176  out  of  318  allotments)  to  be  forced  out  of  business. 
We  believe  the  economic  impacts  regulting  from  the  proposed 
action  have  been  minimized  to  the  extent  possible.   The  magnitude 
of  the  economic  Impacts  shown  for  Alternative  C  will  be  carefully 
weighed  by  the  decisionmaker  in  evaluating  this  alternative. 
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Livestock  grazing  (if  not  properly  managed]  is  capable  of  causing 
substantial  erosion  according  to  numerous  range  research  studies 
and  historical  accounts.   It  is  certainly  true,  however,  that  a 
substantial  amount  of  erosion  is  geologic  in  nature.   This  is 
especially  true  in  the  badlands  and  breaks  types.   Fluctuation  in 
weather  ia  indeed  a  major  cause  in  variability  in  annual  forage 
production. 

Congrasa  currently  feels  that  almost  all  public  land  should 
remain  in  public  ownership  (Federal  Land  Policy  and  Mamagcment 
Act). 


See  response  to  comment  I 
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The  second  sentence  of  the  paragraph  under  northern  bald  eagle  on 
page  2-36  of  the  DES  indicates  that  there  are  more  than  40  to  60 
bald  eagles  in  the  ES  area  during  March  and  April.   Winter  popula- 
tions of  bald  eagles  along  the  Missouri  River  fluctuate  widely  as 
birdB  from  the  north  move  in  and  others  move  out.   Forty  to  sixty 
la  a  reasonable  average  figure  for  the  E£  area,  but  at  any  one 
time  the  actual  number  may  be  considerably  more  or  less  than 
that.   The  1978-1S79  winter  eagle  survey  coordinated  by  the 
University  of  Montana  (Servhcen,  Christopher  1979,  letter  to 
cooperators  dated  March  6,  1979)  resulted  in  a  count  of  nine 
eagles  in  the  ES  area.   Your  observation  {if  it  was  during  the 
winter)  verifies  that  at  times  there  are  many  more  than  that. 
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nomic  losses  or  gaini 

decisionmaking  procei 

oountywide  income  figures,  and  did 

peraonal 


.lysis  was  based  on  gross  rather  than  net 

3.      We  believe  the  knowledge  of   the  eco- 

esulting  from  implementation  of  the  pro- 

' tical  element  in  the 

The  economic  analysis  was  based  on 

present  confidential 


The  ""Bhootlng  hazard"  on  page  B-15  of  the  DSS  refers  to  the 
decrease  in  Che  possibility  that  livestock  will  be  shot  by  sport 
stiootcrs,  such  as  prairie  dog  or  coyote  hunters. 
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The  statement  in  the  second  paragraph  under  Recreation  on  page 
B-11  of  tho  DES  is  correct.  Note,  however,  that  although  these 
fisheries  are  degraded  somewhat  by  livestock  use  of  the  shore- 
liner  most  of  the  fishery  ponds  in  the  ES  area  were  constructed 
with  range  Improvement  funds,  primarily  to  provide  water  for 
obtaining  better  livestock  distribution  and  improvement  of  the 
rangeland  vegetation  resource. 

*153 

A  substantial  body  of  research  literature  including  the  references 

cited  on  page  2-30  of  the  draft  substantiates  the  contention  that 
bighorn  sheep  and  cattle  compete  heavily  because  of  similar  food 
habits.   Lung  worm  and  other  diseases  often  reduce  bighorn  sheep 
populations  but  research  has  shown  that  the  disease  can  usually 
be  traced  to  a  weakened  condition  of  the  animals  due  to  nutri- 
tional deficiencies  caused  by  competition  from  other  ungulates. 
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See  the  paragraph  on  bighorn  sheep  on  page  3-18  of  the  DES.   Also 
see  Part  2   for  an  addition  to  the  wildllCe  analysis  of  the  no 
grazing  alternative  (page  8-14  of  the  DE5)  emphasizing  the  poten- 
tially favorable  impact  on  bighorn  sheep  of  this  alternative 
should  they  expand  from  their  currently  restricted  range  within 
the  Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge  to  the  surrounding 
BLM  land. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  bighorns  are  doing  quite  well  on 
similar  habitat  in  the  Hissouri  Breaks  in  North  Dakota.   In  fact, 
12   three-quarter  curl  ram  pcrmitG  have  been  iaouod  annually  thece 
the  last  four  years  (North  Dakota  Outdoors,  Vol.  i,   No.  a  1978). 
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nesecvolr  and  stock  tank  fencing  are  not  proposed.   A  «ood  post 
and  frame  is  generally  installed  with  stock  tanks  (see  page  A-33) . 
Rainwater  catchments  if  properly  designed  are  effective.   A  diko 
is  usually  constructed  around  the  perimeter  of  the  catchflient  to 
divert  upslope  water  and  debris.   The  problems  you  ntention  may 
occur ,  however . 


It  is  BLM  policy  not  to  use  heavy  equipment  to  suppress  a  Eire  if 
that  equipment  will  cause  more  environmental  damage  than  will  be 
caused  by  the  fire  itself.   Decisions  in  individual  cases  are  not 
always  clear  cut.   However,  if  human  life  or  ranch  headquarters 
or  other  important  man-made  structures  are  threatened  by  fire, 
BLK  will  use  all  feasible  means  including  heavy  equipment  to 
suppress  the  fire. 


Public  meetings  are  a  critical  companenn  or 
ment  process.   Because  of  tight  time  schedu 
the  ES  and  the  need  for  sufficient  advaj 
the  available  meeting  dates  fell  dm-inn 
when  many  ranchers  were  calving 
attendance  at  the  meeting 
parties  had  an  opportunlt 
public  comment  period. 


le  public  involve- 
•   for  completion  of 
ind  the  need  tor  suiticient  advance  notice  of  the  meetings 
.lable  meeting  dates  fell  during  a  period  of  poor  veathar 

w    ranchers    were    f^alvino   or    ianibing.       However,    when 
pOEislble ,    all    interested 

writing  during  a  52-day 


The  proposed  action  will  be  funded  by  money  set  aside  specif- 
ically for  range  improvements  from  grazing  fees  and  from  funds 
allocated  to  BLM  for  the  administration  and  management  of  the 
public  lands. 
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The  BLM  is  required  by  Section  603  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  i 
Management  Act  to  inventory  and  identify  thoge  public  lands 
having  wilderness  characteristics  as  defined  in  the  Wilderness 
Act.   This  inventory  must  be  complete  by  October  21,  1991. 
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respowse:  to  upward  faraasen 


As  indicated  in  Tubie  1-5,  page  i-31  of  the  DES ,  the  number  of 
proposed  range  impi-ovomcnt  projects  in  the  ES  area  is  subatan- 
tial.   These  proposed  improvemonts  ure  required  for  the  develop- 
WGnt  of  grazing  systems  and  improved  grazing  management, 

#160 

The  Public  Hangelands  improvement  Act  of  1978  established  a 
grazing  fee  formula  for  the  gcaaing  yajrs  1979  through  1985.   The 
Act  states  that  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  Interior  shall 
oharga  the  fee  for  domestic  livestock  grazing  on  the  public 
rangelanda  which  Congress  finds  represents  the  economic  value  ol 
the  use  of  the  land  to  the  user,  and  under  which  Congress  finds 
fair  market  value  for  public  grazing  equals  the  SI. 23  base 
(established  by  the  1966  Western  Livestock  Grazing  Survey)  multi- 
plied by  the  result  of  the  Forage  Value  Index  (computed  annually) 
added  to  the  Combined  Index  (Beef  Cattle  Price  Index  minus  the 
Price  Paid  Index)  and  divided  by  100,   Any  annual  increase  or 
decrease  shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than  plus  or  minus  2  5  per- 
cent of  the  previouu  year's  fee. 

A  grazing  preference,  in  terms  of  animal  unit  months,  is  attached 
to  an  applicant's  acres  of  land  base  property  on  a  pro  rata 
basis.   An  authorized  officer  shall  specify  the  length  of  time 
for  which  land  base  property  shall  be  capable  of  supporting 
authorized  livestock  during  the  year,  based  on  the  management 
requirements  for  the  public  lands. 


#16Z 

Due  to  changing  and  increasing  land  use  demands  and  Congressional 
passage  of  Che  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  oii  October  21, 
1976,  new  grazing  administration  and  trespass  regulations  have 
been  adopted  and  became  effective  on  August  '1,  1978.   See  response 
#138  and  #140. 


Uniled  Slates  Department  of  the  Interior 
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1   Llie  plannlnr:   Eunctlonn 


Tlie  aatablishmont  of  the  ernil  ar 
la  the  followlnG  sections  of  the 
pflUes  2-66,  Spccinl  MonngenEnt  Ai 
and  pages  't-2,  MlclKutlne  MuHHuree. 

Fucchur   Inquiries  concerning   the  planning  foi:  che  crall   should  be  dlrocved 
to   tlie  Keglonal  Director,  Hiriwcet  Ruglonal  Office,   National  Park   Survlee, 
1709  Jackson  Street,   Onnha,   Nebeaaka  68102.     That  officu  hiui   the  renponsibillty 
for  planning  the   trail. 


Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  Am 
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Indeed,  larger  cattle  and  earlier  calving  practices  may  require 
more  forage  than  practices  of  25  years  ago.   We  racognize  this 
fact,  but  do  not  feel  that  there  is   sufficient  data  cr  justifi- 
cation to  alter  established  carrying  capacities.   A  survey  of 
literature  and  correspondence  with  various  knowledgt-ablt  iiuth- 
oritiea  found  that  the  amount  o£  forage  required  to  maintain  an 
animal  unit  for  a  month  varies  from  700  to  1,200  pounds.   Because 
of  reasons  you  inentionad  as  well  as  forage  damage  from  trampling, 
we  used  a  figure  of  1,000  pounds  of  forage  per  animal  unit  month 
for  all  our  predictions  related  to  forage  increases. 


See  response 


lents    U33   and   S140. 


Table  3-5  shows  that  only  23 
fall-winter  grazing  period, 
done  at  the  operator's  reques 
operation. 


illotments   out   of   318    Include   a 

^his  period  of  graiing  was  primarily 

:   and  evidently  fit  into  their 


RESPONSE    TO   THE    NATIONAL    PARK    SERVICE 


The  Interrelationships  sectio 
the  following  information  add 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs; 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

The  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Historic  Trail  (established 
on  November  10,  1976  by  Public  Law  95-625)  would  follow 
the  Missouri  River  from  St.  Louis  to  the  headwaters.   The 
trail  would  provide  a  historically  based  recreation  expe- 
rience and  oommemorate  the  journey  of  Lewis  and  Clark. 
This  trail  would  be  a  water  trail,  with  recreation  develop- 
ment primarily  on  ejtisting  federal  land.   The  National  Parl« 
Service  is  the  lead  agency  for  preparing  the  comprehensive 
plan  for  the  trail.   Planning  for  the  trail  is  expected  to 
begin  in  late  ?.979  and  be  completed  by  October  19B1.   After 
planning  is  completo,  the  National  Park  Service  will  seejt 
cooperative  agreements  for  mitnagenient  of  the  trail  on  BLM 

A  now  paragraph  should  be  added  < 
sion  of  Square  Butte  and  the  Mez 
should  read  as  follows; 

LEWIS  AMD  CLARK  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  TRAIL 

The  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Historic  Trail  was  established 
by  Public  Law  95-625  in  late  197B.   This  trail  follows  the 
Missouri  River  through  the  ES  area,  including  the  Upper 
Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic  River.   (Sec  Interrelationships 
for  additional  information.)   BLM  has  identified,  where 
possible,  the  locations  of  Lewis  and  Clark  campsites,  and 
provides  infonnation  regarding  the  Lewis  and  Clark  journey 
to  users  of  the  wild  and  scenic  river.   Cooperation  with 
the  National  Par)<  Service  will  continue  as  planning  efforts 
:  the  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Historic  Trail  are 


int< 


sificd. 
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.mpacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  action 
falues  of  Che  LRwis  and  Clark  National 
Elistoric  Trail.   Future  cooperative  efforts  with  the 
National  Park  Service  will  ensure  that  management  by  TSIM 
Of  lands  adjacent  to  the  trail  corridor  is  consistent  with 
Che  mandates  of  the  National  Trails  System  Act. 

■efore,  no  additional  discussion 
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Proper  liveittocJt  utilization  can  work  au  a  watershed  management 
tool  through  aeleotlve  grazing  stimulation  of  desirable  forage 
opaoioB.   However,  livestock  grazing  can  also  contribute  to 
vraCerahsd  datarloration  as  discussed  in  Appendix  5  of  the  OES. 


Very  little  sagebeuEh  control  work  has  bean  proposed  because 
the  majoricy  of  treatable  sites  on  public  land  ace  olaaslficd 
as  critical  wildlifL-  habitat. 
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See  response  to 


We  hope  that  coopGrattve  managoment  plani 
The  alternative  to  cooperation  on  mixed  ! 
costly  and  less  beneficial  to  all  resourt 


will  prevent  misase. 
jnerahip  lands  is  more 
as  involved. 


Prior  to  implementation  of  any  AMP,  detailed  discussions  will 
occur  between  OLM  and  the  affected  livestock  operator.   Public 
input  from  all  interested  parties  will  be  accepted  throughout  the 
implementation  process. 


^»*-aJL«XA        ^-O-vUJ-Ai.        -^^.A-OCcCA.,;,      ..^UuL.         /tia_*'-<L./xA-^ 


Tl^= 


/■f\ayv-Jc     ^Oi>0. 


EHVIRONMEMTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  ASSEfiSHEMT  FQH- 


RECEIVED 

MAR  1  619?9 

MonUn,,  Stflc  cOBPP.o  A-95 

Pfliti  ftf  Bu'luBi  Bn,-*  Pronrcm  PiEinir.g 
Room  Z31,  Copitol  Builrling 


CIP.vhi'.^v.i,  F.l«  N„,^bCr:._    ^'   yf-Z^S-^-^ 

EIS  Asncy  i!ponior:_ZA5. — ^Dfcpt — ffi^—XjCvteSus'"., ^«rea.u.     o^    Lftnj 

EPOwsoR  ADDRESS:.    J\{S<na.^e.iXi.e.ti -t-,^ rr  ^..  Soj'- 3-CL517 

^,.[J.m^a /^_-t_      ^T'?;^? 

CONTACT  PERfiniM:       ^<dajin  '^^  a  ,' cL  I i'<i  h-  ^        Stfl^e      X^jftgat*!r 


iSk... 


M^TS  DUE  BY:...   _A/PfjJ,  ^..f.^^.^.^'L^  £:.±J^.^US^.t 


1  Nam-itl  EiS  Stewment 


Ji  enelosH  (or  your  fTwisw 

.should  hi«o  bea.T  teeeiv*^  by  ynu'  Agi^noy  {(n'n  tfie  spi 

J]  ivailobl'i  at  ths  Clearinc^ojse  Oifii:i]  for  cwjew  (only 


r'ja[£  Cif  EIS  for  its 


nitjtcicy  anrt  lullfidmcnt  of  ital^wirt:  and  laiel  ohj'!( 


1.  Tht  tnwlronmuntal  impEct  of  Ihi  pfopniad  acti-in. 

2.  Any  artveriD  envlronnnniel  etf«ti  vihich  cnnmt  ha  a 
bi  imploTicntsH. 

3.  Alt^rnatfVHs  to  the  pfaposBr"  HElTon. 

4.  Tie  relationship  betivnen  Incal  shoriwrm  us«  if  mni 
malntcnanci  and  Enhantomant  of  lina-tami  prwIuctivitY- 

5.  Any  Irr^VErsibia  End  irrBtrisrohls  commitrriBnw  of  rEiniifCis  w'-.ich  ivouM  b* 


IF  YOUR  AGENCY  HAS  COMMEWTS  ON  THE  efJVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT, 
KINASE  EENO  THE  COMftlEWTS  DIRECTLY  TO  THE  CIS  AGENCY  SPn^lS0f1  AMn  FORiVA-RO 
A  COPY  QF  THE  COMMENTS  TO  lliE  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE. 

IF  YOUR  AGENCY  DOES  NOT  INTENH  TD  COViMENT,  PLEASE  CHECK  THE  SOX  BELO.V 
AND.  RETURN  THIS  FORM  TO  THE  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE. 
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Ploiuic  Include  thcau  conunents  In  the  record  concemlnc  the  Klooovirl  Hlvor  Ilrnalcs 
Envlroranental  Study.     Your  propoanl  to  Improvr  the  marwrornTit  of  thlo  itron  la  an 
iaportant  first  step.     However  the  option  chosen  seona   to  fivor  llvoatoch  over   -ho 
broad  public   interoat.     «e  bbj  this  fully wcoBnltlng  ths  difficulties  you  .boo   in 
irlnglnn  aiout  roolUtlc  atooklnc  and  greater  applied  aultlplc  use. 
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realistic  flftur*  la  S2,000  to  S2,500  pot 
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Z,     The  BBtlaatod  cont  of  nanajwnenl  Inpro' 

Si. 000  per  Bile  for  fenclnfi. 
Bile  {naterlal  nmo  fron  Si. 200 
equally  lou. 

These  tuo  chanscB  alone  would  nake  coats  tirto*  as  high  as  beneflta.     The  aasunptJor 
that  funding  for  these  projeota  wlU  be  available  within  the  next  four  yeaio   lo 
unlikely. 


Total  Aerw  1.20i*-,23fl 

IJnOultaUe  IRS  bai^.   atecp,   or  tlaber  (type  7)  -  WO, 000  Aor.o 

Kot  uaable,   excellent  condition  {nlnlmal  or  no  llvautoClc  u«e  -  3VJ.O0O  Aeron 

Total  unsuitable  or  ununable  -  750.000  Acrcn 

l,20l*,23fl  Acrea   leaa  750,000  Acrnn     -     1*50.000  Acres  C^nprox.)  ui^rz/o-i/e   -^k  /^fsAo^^ 

Proper  utjc  to  Inptove  ranpc     -     30S 

Production  of  300  Ito./A  with  30S  proper  uao  -  100  lto./Ac*e  available  for 

llvBfitocfc  or  1*5,000  AUHe  Instead  of  the  Bl,367  AUMo  calculated  by  BLM. 


State  mroctor.  BLK 


April  26.  1979 


li.     Wildlife  c 


lald^tlor 


a  also  Alt.  C  B-17  fourth  factor). 


Exclude  ptltlcal  vlldllfe  habitat  froa  the  Intensive  paoture  prosramo   [after 


B,    >EJ 


^tlo    u 


r  ran^  frcn  llvostoek   Intonalvo  uoo,   and  n:^VTTiT5?*=^ 


provide  covor  and  food  for  watcrfoul  and  nesting  cover 
for  upland  same.     The  fence  nhould  oncloao  5  to  10  acrco  of  Und  for  this 
purpone.      IncroaEcd  vegetation  would  also  provide  slltation  trjipn   to  reduce 
fllllnfi  up  rraervolrs  with  Eedlacnt.     The  Ilvcotock  entnncen  could  alao  be 
oloeod  or  opened  to  control  udo. 

I.     Practical  experience  and  a  nunbnr  of  Btudl'Tn   Indicate  that  Holghta  of  calves 
Inctnaoe  10  -  15f£  when  anple  forage  bcconea  nvnllable.     Such  wol^t  Incmaaea 
maho  up  for  autotantlal  reductions   In  livestock  uao,   and  ty  making  more  profit 
per  cow  allow  fewer  anlsals  to  cany  the  operation,    thus  leas  wlntot  feed   la 
needed. 

Wo  bellevo  the.  BLM  auet  depend  Iobb  on  "plo  In  the  shy"  prograBB  ouch  as  the  favored 
.ilt«matlve  ongondars.     This  altomntlve  leans   too  heavily  on  quick  rocovory  of  abused 
rargea,    Interim  ovoruae  while  recovery  takes  plnco,   aacrlflcc  of  HlWllfo  habitat  and 
watershed,   and  coat  benefit  -atloa  which  do  not  support  public  objectlvon . 

"?-,?fJi°'"'  ?"r  ""efP^*^^  altBmatlvB  provides  a  noro  balanced  approaeh  to  water«hod, 
wildlife  and  llveHtoek  grazing  than  the  BIX  oelectlon.      It  acknowlodgea  f-'   "■- 
purpose  of  public  afienclos   le  to  enhance  public  values  o 


i  agalnat  private  programa . 


SIEHHa  club,   upper  Hlasourl  Ct«up 
By  Hoel  Hocetta,  Hi 


Staw  Director,   ai>i  P^fl"  2 

The  following  paaafl^ea  appoar  In  the  E.S.,   pages  1 
Objectives  I 

1,  Tncrejuir  total  vcgototlve  (?rourd  covor  on  Itey  a 

2,  DeersKifi  oootuo  from  aoS  to  IC^. 

3,  Klnlinleo  ooll  oroalon  by   Increaalng  vngtitatlve 
Pigea  2   -  1*, 

1.     Severe  to  very  ooverc  erosion  susceptibility 


r.  Slver  Breaks  -  BM. 


as  3   -  n. 
Canpactlon  'jffects  froa  llvootock   tKunpllng  - 


Without  Implofflontfttlon  of  Manac*"'"'^  Plana  aooelerated  erosion  due  to 
llvBCtoek  could  degrade  erosion  conditions  on  drainage  bottoms  and  neai 
water  source  developmont . 


These  c 
Table  2-10  show 
the  eontrsxy. 


Imply  that 
ihat  no  ranges 
Static  tronris 


jas  are  In  uncatlsfaCtory  condition.  However, 
1  downward  trend,  Losn  of  soil  would  indicate 
acceptable  for  icingea   In  poor  or  fair  eondltlon 


irre  has  been  some  dobat.^  nhout  fencing  out  the  Russell  Wildlife  Hange.     Basiod  on 
-htunont  opposition  to  this,   a  oonsldeiable  loss  cf  forage  would  reEult  boc-aum. 
luthorlscd  use.     The  proposed  fence  would  likely  increase  use  on  the  BLK  aide 
__and  would  force  adjustnonta  not  considered   In  the  E,3, 

the  Ehirtln«  of  livestock  UBe  Into  ungralod  ar«sji  unnd  now  by 
ss  that  door,  elk,  and  Ennrptall  crouao  would  rucslvo  the  noiil 
ahlft.     Thia  m  a  particular  problem  In  the  SKloetnd  BLH 


Another  m 

wildlife.     The  E.-T.  sta 

aerlous  Impact  of  auoh 

oltorrwtlve. 


jt  foaturrje  of  the  BLM  alternative 
1.  To  this  combination  we  also  add 
n  alternative  ar^i 


[n  :>pl"Cllng  jvltematlvos  we  favor  corablnlna  the  1 
ilth  Alternative  C  -  reduced  levels  of  llvootock  l 
lonie  of  our  own  suggestions.     The  basics  of  this  i 


A,  EllralnatB  sprlnfi  and  oarly  sunmor  graslng  March  lat  to  June  15th.  Early  _ 
nprlne  use  hns  done  mnre  to  reduce  raj-.ge  productivity  and  thus  the  atockoen  c 
livelihood  than  any  oth«r  factor  on  the  range.  (Would  reduce  stoeklng  about 
12-  according  to  Alternative  C). 

P.     Beduco  the  level  of  llveatook  una  so  propoood  in  Alternative  C  B-17  third 

factor—that  la  on  fair  or  poor  rane"  and/or  «BV«re  or  critical  eroolon  condl- 
tlona. 


RESF0K5E  TO  THE   SIEilRA  CLUB 


n74 

The  Hitt  ecological  inventory  ayaten  haa  been  used  by  the  soil 
Conaurvation  Service  for  dacadea  and  is  a  widely  aecoptcd  method- 
ology.  RcEer  to  page  fl-9  of  the  DES  and  note  that  53*  o(  the 
Little  Bullwhacker  allotment  (11,408  acres)  was  identified  as 
uniiultable  and  had  nO  carrying  capacity  assigned  Cor  livestock 


Apprc 


■ximately  74,985  acreo  have  been  identified  as  unsuitable  for 
iDtock  use  in  the  riverbreaka  landfom  area  (page  2-86  of  the 
OES) .   This  amounts  to  much  loss  than  30*.   Allotment  data  was 
aggregated  by  the  landform  most  represented  on  public  lands 
within  aoch  allotment.  hs   a   result,  many  allotments  primarily  in 
the  riverbreaks  landEona  may  extend  outward  into  the  rolling 
plains,  which  are  relatively  more  suitable  for  livestock  grazing. 
Thia  may  account  for  some  of  the  unsuitable  acreage  differences, 
74,9B5  acres  vs.  750,000  acres,   Vour  assumption  that  the  350, 1S3 
acres  of  cKoellcnt  condition  range  in  the  riverbreaks  landform 


.able  : 


!  according  i 


!ntory 


We  believe  that  range  improvement  will  be  realiaed  at  about  504 
allowable  use  of  usable  forage  species,  in  conjunction  with 
properly  designed  graiing  management  systems.   Your  300  pounds 
per  acre  production  estimate  may  be  characteristic  of  some  sites 
for  a  dry  year,  but  certainly  is  not  representative  of  mean 
annual  productivity.   We  agree,  however,  that  predictions  are 
indeed  speculative . 


»17  3 


al 


tn  order  to  provide  a  common  base  for  analysis  of  a  propODi 
developed  over  a  four  year  period,  all  unit  costs  were  baseo  on 
1975  figures.   prior  to  AMP  implementation,  cost  figures  would  be 
reviiaed  to  reflect  the  current  construction  coat  index.   Your 
estimate  of  current  costs  for  fencing  is  accurate.   Current 
oatimated  renervoir  cost  is  S2,000.   Because  eoats  and  benefits 
use  the  same  base  year,  benefits  would  also  be  greater,  thereby 
heeping  the  ratio  of  benefits  to  costs  nearly  the  some.   Funds 
allocated  to  range  improvements  due  to  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  and  the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  197B 
pcovide  the  basis  for  funding  the  proposed  action  in  four  years. 
However,  funding  such  a  program  is  not  a  certainty.   The  avail- 
ability of  funds  and  manpower  will  play  a  critical  role  in  the 
dacicionmak-ing  process. 


—35— 


Table  2-10  displays  range  trend  only  tor   axiiiting  allotment 
management  plans.   Thts  amounts  to  about  231  of  the  2,200,000 
acres  of  public  lands  involved.   Our  range  studies  files  auppoi 


Your 

riverbreaka  -  bb* 

on  page  2-4   reads 


■e  to  very  severe  « 
is  taken  out  of  cc 
1  follows: 


"In  the  riverbroaks  , 
erosion  predominates 
Busceptibility  exist: 


rea,  where  slopes  are  steep  and  geologic 
severe  to  very  severe  water  erosion 
on  set  of  the  area." 


control  on  soil  loss  brought 


The  point  is  that  man  has  little 
about  by  gaologic  forces. 

Range  trend  data  for  the  majority  of  the  public  lands  (77*)  i» 
not  available.   Based  on  field  examinations  of  all  allotments 

(egpecially  those  where  continuous  seaaonlong  grazing  is  practiced), 
a  change  in  management  was  usually  identified.   In  many  cases 
the  trend  appeared  to  be  downward,  but  we  do  not  have  documented 

.ange  oondition  data, over  time  to  support  any  trend  analysis. 


except  Cor 


;jng  AMP  allotr 


Precipitation  during  1976  and  1977  woB  subBti-.-w^w^^^  ^. 

This  wag  also  the  period  when  most  of  the 


over  r 


itially  below  normal 

-■ '  ■■'■-T  inos-  --■■-- 

Unde. 


:  these 


>uW  appear  that  a  change 


-  of  thfc  ux==,   iiiis  was  aiso  cn_  , _ 

existing  alloutiont  management  plans  were  evaluated 
conditions,  static  range  conditions  would  appear  to  be  satisfac- 
tory. If,  however,  static  conditions  continue  over  a  se 

favorable  precipitation  years,  then  it  -- 

in  manoqemont  is  indicated. 

Si77 

Allotment  management  plans  along  the  Charles  M.  Russell  National 
wiltilife  Refuge  will  not  be  implemented  without  close  coordinatior 
between  the  affected  livestock  operators  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.   Sep  response  t 


;  to  comments  1100  and  #111. 


lental  impacts  in  the  Missouri  Breaks  ES 
•actors  which  will  be  used  to  develop  a 
al  proposal  for  the  ES  area.   Othac  factors  include  public 


Bureau  of  LanA   ''atvugonant 
232  North  3Znd   Stmnl. 
P.   0.    Box  3015? 
Bllllnga,   Montana  5910? 

Thank  you  for  aondln;  mo 
for  the  Missouri  Sreiks,  I  ha' 
Uia  livestock  Induotry  In  of  0; 
reasons,  but  bccauiio  under  hIs' 
In  nuch  of  '-■«  Northern  Flalns 
both  lind  and  llfo  here.  No  altoma.tl' 
land  uoultf   bo  not   only  Inpraotical  ■   bui 


P.  0.  Box  W? 

AbsLrokiM,  Montana  59001 
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copy  of  the   Craft  Grazing  jinvlronmont'l   Stfttonnnt 

rovlewod  It  with  ono  twnlc  pVftnls.)   In  mind  -  that 

DHLS  ifliport^ncn   to  Montana,  not  only  for  ocononla 

.gBBEnl  It   Is  the  neat  appropriate  use  of  land 

"  )  nalntain  the  quality  of 

do  both,     "on-usQ  of  tho 


)  usa  Of  iand  ea 
unrealistic. 


Therefore,  tho  quoution  is  ■ 
to  maintain  livestock  gruBlng  over 
geni^ral  and  potential  conditions, 
water  ijuallty,  vlaual  attrlbutou, 
seems  to  aatlof.iotorlly  Jo  this. 

I  have  severil  eomrnenta  on  p 
keyed  to  page  nunbera. 


icther  or  not  the  propoaed  action  is  tho  bqst 
the  long  tern  uhllo  retaining  or  Improving  th 
lonsiderlns  vosotatlon,  wildlife  habitat,  air 
loonomlo  an'l  other  faotora.  The  proposal  pijne 
ipecirica  must  be  left  to  tha  Indlvlriual   AKP.-j, 


rayod  Ih  tho   IV.Lft  ^.-itomont. 


Thej 


p.   3-3     aoUa.      i^n  condition  would   be  exacted  to  lnpi«v<>,   ilthough  slowly,   v'ith 
InplenAntaLlon  Of  tha  proposal,  which  shiMild  provldo  both  in  v  Iron  mental  inprovnnent 
and  contlnufd  UBc   by  llvaotook.     ■•ay  short-tera  Incroaae  In  nroslon  caused  by  th« 
lilan  will  be  outfOighOTl  by  the  lone-tetm  loproviBBnta. 

3-6.7     '''ater,      lepoundmenta  should   tend  to  'il.spvr'is  llvoniock   (■■uid   jmrhap*  wlldllfB) 
iBprovlne  blolofleal  luftllty  (ind  r-^duolng  siJlt-itlon   fron  ovijrusn  of  any  ^a-rtlculsr 
Saline  He=p  must  ha  guordad   agalnat  -  poonlhly  by  rfflooatlori  of  a   prip-SBd 
■voir,   IT  i•oa^lhlo. 

p.   3-11. 13     ilinea   Condition  and  Trend,      "SspeolaUy  no  llvB::took  will  continue   Lo 
graB'j  ths  itroii.,   Ui-i  rijooviry  porlnrJ   will  bH  longer   than   Tor  nr\   area  provided  complete 
protection  fronl  livasloek."     In   apite   of  thlo  alowcr  roeovijry.   tha  ovijr-ill   h-jn^Tltn 
Of  oontjniiinf:  llvontOok  ujj«   Ir'.Ucitu  that  this   '3  t'u   nost  desirable  approach,    pro- 
vided that  srasln;;  syatema  used  and  stocking  ltv«li  iTf  such  that  ran-e  ci.indit;on 
^continues  to  Itnprove. 

3-l3     <.'lldllfe  -  Antolopo,     Tha  affect  on  antelopot  of  fsRelnfi  could  ho  novere 
■  the  fences  were  not  d«8ien«d  carsfull/,  and  could  be  slsnirio'int  In  -xny  oaau. 
iKevoE,   yio  3vorill   ^nofits  fron  tho  proposod  fijRolng  probably  outweigh  tho  detrl- 
:nt3,   providnd   tSit  proimr  design   of  fanclnK  Is  used. 

ff.   3-16,   23     Jildilfe.     It  would  bo  useful  to  obtain  and  provldo  moro   Informal. Ion 
'  IB3   is  to  the  i.;TOl  of  oomrwtltlon   betwcnn  Hvnr.toek  and   WLrlflua  wUdllf'^  Epecl'-a, 
Ij-ncluding  ajiy  KHasonal  varlatlono  In   aueh  eoapalltlon. 


comments  und  suggestions  such  as  yours,  m 

constraints,  and  other  resource  objective 

public  lands.   In  addition,  the  urr.iv  nf 

presented  in  the  ES  will  be  used  ti 

deciaions.   Although  no  new  alternaL.xv«  i.„   aoa 

contained  in  the  DES  has  been  developed,  eomments  sucn  as  cms 

will  be  considered  in  the  process  leading  to  a  selected  course 

of  action. 


I  power  and  budget 
and  programs  on  the 
ly  of  alternatives  and  impacts 
gauge  the  effect  of  different 


If  a 


Mnw 


ad  Vahlcla  Uss  aril  -JpOrt  Jhootlng. 
(iflse  usoo  to  reduce  any  potijntlal  c 
velop  llvoatook  should  take   prHondi: 


p.   3-31     --ionorilo  and   Lioolal  Conditions,      .-aihou^h  it     la  very  unrortun'if)   that  a 
sitiill  RWBber  of  oporators  will  be   aovoraly  Impacted  by  a  oudden  reduction   In   AlIHa, 
tho  overall  benefit   In  improved  rangB  condition  along  with  continued  livestock  un; 
nakas  thu   proposal  generally  daslrable.      without  Itn  Irapleiiiertatlon  conditions  would 
.._.,..   ..  tlotorioriite  and  eventually  reach  the   point  where  sll  operators  would  bo 


back. 


,   3-35     i«nd  Ownerahlp  and  Uoo  -  Livestock  uraailng.     The  iBportajit  conKldoratlon  Is 
le  long-term  beneficial  inpaot.     -Ithough  the   iranoition  period   la  llkoly  to  raoult 
1  reduced  uel»!ht  gains  and   perhaps  other  tsoporary  los-.ea.   the  long  tern  bcnnflto 
:e  considerable,     Tho  lutsmutlve  Hould   bo  continued  deterioration  .ind  loss  of  nuch 


tmprovBd  a 


>  portl 


p.  3-39  -  Wlldet 

"wilderness  Intogxlty''  will  roault,  nnd 
of  WildHrress  defined  by  tha  Wiidomess 
r  not   It  will  meet   the 


i,   Isiprovenont  ] 
'ilthough  : 


i  already  undei 
loteworthy. 


adverse  in  pact  a  to 
the   particular  qualities 
ral   the   "wild  land"  quality  will 
tandarda  called  for  by  the  Act, 
managarnant  .lUfi^BOted  and  in  the  aboence  of  propnrly  mnnORed  grazing,   the 
land  quality  could  well  rfflterlori^te  because  of  loeo  of  vigor  and  reduced  diversity 
of  the  vegetation.      With  tna  nanagumnnt  proposed  an  oeaentUlly   "wild"  charactnr  of 
""-   land  will  remain,   ovor   though   the  dnvclopments  wlU,  In  aomw  oaaos,  make  a  fornal 
designation   Inioasibln.      Crailng  by  llvnetock  In  osaence  replaci-s  praclng 
bo  reestabliohrd   in   the  area  as  they 


li'ithout   t 


Wlldsme; 


uhlch  undei 


This, 


t  condltlor 


slgnlfieaet  do, 
"luBi,  likely  daaaging  factor  to  auch  quality  vould  b. 
hides,  and  if  desirable ,   nuch  could  be  controlled. 

The  maintenance  and  luprovenent  of  land  and  vi 
loaa   of  WUdemess   potenllrtl  under  the   Wlldernosa 
can  and  9h,ould  be  retained- 

-  Mitigating   MnsHuros. 


j  p.  lf-1     Water  Haaourcea. 
let  of  saline   aeopo.      it  may  ba 
l^oould  undo  any  beneficial  r. 


The 


i   uknn   to  iivoid  the  developflWit 


lulta  from  t 


progcao. 


i    prav 


p.  li-Z     Hecreatlon.      ^ther  than  for  tha   HpaclflcaHy  namod  high-use  recreation   sites, 
livestock  USB  should   tako  ;)rocadBnce  over  recreation  uae  whore  conflict  exists.      T>ila 
fCJeg    should   bo  oopoclally  true  ^f  nport  shooting,  which  could  critically  lirpaot  lli'estoek. 
Properly  aanagod  livestock  uae  la  bonoflcial  -  even  neeoMiry  -  to  tha  land     -ind  la 
^tho  basic  objective  of   the  plan. 

^p.   5-1     VogoUtlon.     Tho  losa  of  a  relatively  small  acreage   of  vegntatlon  ooems 
#190    Inalgnifloant  coralderlng  the  oonoldorablo   laproveaent  In  vogotatlve  quality  which 
l^would  result  from   the  prOpeaal, 
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p.  i-2  Prehlstorle  and  Historic  -"eatunts.  'dthQ^e^  ^-^  ^'  ^^^^  t^^i.  advanced  atxhnO'- 
loglcal  teehnlquB*  would  roault  IB  .-ujdltlonal  Infonatlon  froo  a  given  site.  followJnK 
such  philosophy  to  Its  ultlinat-)  would  mDun  that  no  archeoloiilcal  study  nhould  bo  dona 
because  at  a  later  data  It  would  bii  dono  bettir.  Juch  im  approach  wculd  bo  oqulvalant 
to  1  loss  of  all  tho  Information,  U)od  judgBOiBnt  hero,  as  In  oast  things,  alll  adwocito 
excavation  of  aSton  whan  appropriata, 

::^ltea  lost  froir  trampling  could  bo  loat  Juat  &■  easily  without  Implo mentation  of 
thla  proposal,  and  It  Is  prabablfi  that  moro  alias  would  be  loealufi  with  Implomorititlon 
thaft  -ithout. 


p.   e-1     AltomatlVB  A.     Continuation   of  the   Prftapnt  CrOilng  M.a,^aconert   Program, 
although   thoi^  h  s  boon   the  dovelopEient  of  sone  ifood  nanai^oftnt   plans  in  th«  region, 
as  yet   thla  is  not  adequate  for  nalntiiinlng  and  IjiprovlnR  ranRe  conditions  eenornlly. 
In  fact,   the  InproveBent  In  eotidltlono  vhoro  thoro  has  been   iopleafintatlon   of  onxv 
fully  dovolopod  nanagooont  plana  suggeota  the  dcslr&blllty  of  tho   proposod  action 
rather  than   this  or  othor  alternatives, 

'p.   8-l!   ftltomatlvo  B,     aim  in  at  ion  of  Livestock   Cn./.ln?  on   Public   Unda.      '\  major 
"■actor  against  thla  altornatlvo  would   bo  the   Dtagnatlon  and  Rvuntunl  rtctiriorntlnn 
of  grass  species.     The   ssrasaoa  dovslopod  undor  heavy  grazing  by  hlaon  -  no  lonuttr 
around  to  corry  out  this  function   -  3j\i  onttlo  aro  a  oatlsfaetory  substitute,   pnrhapa 
the   only   ns.tlnfantory   KubatltiTte, 

The  economic   lffl[uat  on   thn  i^vlronmonta],  >itateinant  area  xould  h»  oonaldor' bin, 
and  probably  would  bo  greater  than   Eug(.*satnd  or   thn  roglon  generally.     Thit   pr«a*nt 
UB9  of   the  land  io  wary  likely  the  moat  deairablo  uau.   -ind  any  ch.ingoa  would  bo 
datrlaent^l  to   tho  aroa  and  to  tho   state  jjenerally. 

p,   S-t6     Alternative  •^,     :<educad  IvvqIr  of   Livestock  Use.      rhere  seens  to  bii   Innuf' 
ficicnt   idvantiigu  to  this  ova*- the  rscoaoended   proposal,   other  than  for  sone  potential 
bsneflts  to  Hlldlirc.     Tho  Impact  On   livestock  oporalora  would  bo  oonoldenblo .  3^ 
should  be  rejected  for  that  roason.     ^thor-loo  changes  to  leas  doslrablc  land  uoc 
patterns  could  rsEult, 

,      The    Impact  On    other  vluoa 


t  you  for  thi  opportunity   t 


use  and  sustained  yield  basis.  The  extent  to  which  these  oper; 
tors  will  be  a££ected  is  largely  dependent  on  their  ability  to 
modify  operations  or  find  alternate  sources  of  forage. 


I  the  benefits  observed  : 


Wilderness  values  will  be  carefully  protected  during  implemen- 
tation of  the  proposed  action.   The  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  ftct  provides  for  the  continuation  of  existing  grazing 
uses  in  the  same  manner  and  (Jugree  in  which  they  were  conducted 
on  October  21,  1976,  but  chase  must  cause  no  unnccesaary  or  undue 
degradation  of  the  lands  and  their  resources,  and  they  must 
afford  Qnvironmentjl  protection.   Eypansiion  or  curtailment  of 
grazing  us©  and  changes  in  numbers,  seasons  oC  use,  and  class  of 
livestock  may  be  allowed  so  long  ao  wilderness  suitability  is  not 
impaired.   This  would  inclutlt;  implementation  of  grazing  ayatama 
and  changes  in  grazing  systems.   New  range  improvementn  needed  to 
support  and  facilitate  grazing  use  and  management  may  be  installed 
and  maintained  so  long  as  the  activities  and  the  structures  do 
not  Impair  the  area's  wilderness  auitability. 


lias 

Wc  agree. 

J1S9 


Soo  response  to  comment  1180. 


Wc  agree  that  management  control  should  be  instituted  on  off-road 
vahiclo  use  and  sport  shooting  when  they  jeopardize  other  resource 
values  or  private  property.   However,  one  resource  use  does  not 
automatically  take  precedence  over  another  unless  mandated  by 
law,  regulation,  or  policy. 


We  agree  that  l,90O  acres  of  long-term  unavoidable  impacts  is 
not  large  compared  to  the  2,300,000  acres  of  public  land  involved; 
however,  the  ES  process  is  necessary  to  evaluate  thoaa  impacts 
and  mitigate  them  where  possible. 


1  FRAHCIS  J.  WAlCOTT 


Location  of  water  impoi 
tiata  and  hydrologiata 
which  are  highly  site-j 
4-1  of  the  DES. 


tlSl 


iistancc  from  soil  ■ 
ich  impacts  as  salii 
:igatinq  measure  1  c 


All  AMPS  contain  a  set  of  objectives  relating  to  range  condition, 
Page  1-16  describes  the  monitoring  and  evaluation  of  these  AMPS 
and  how  this  trend  inforraation  will  be  considered  along  with 
stocking  rates  in  relation  to  estimated  carrying  capacity, 
climatic  conditions,  and  results  of  utilization  studies,  when 
making  decisions  affecting  future  stocking  levels. 


I  comments  DBS  and  #102. 


UBS 

See  responisi 
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We  agree  that  more  detailed  information  on  livestock/wildlife 
relationships  would  be  desirable.   The  BLM  will  continue  its 
policy  of  promoting  cooperative  studies  on  range/wildlife  rela- 
tionships fluch  as  the  recently  completed  10-year  project  near 
Winnett.   Wallestad  [19751  is  one  of  several  publications  from 
that  study. 


We  agree  that  management  control  ahould  be  instituted  on  off-road 
vehicle  use  and  sports  shooting  whan  they  jaopardiie  other  raiource 
values  or  private  property. 

H8S 

Tho  discussion  of  economic  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed 
action  (page  2-33)  indicates  that  some  operators  may  experience 

difficulty  in  maintaining  an  economically  viable  livestoclt  opera- 
tion during  the  initial  phasea  of  implementation.  We  agree  that 
the  changes  in  carrying  capacity  identified  for  these  allotments 
are  ncccHsary  for  effective  management  of  these  lands  on  a  multiple 


"191 

A3  indicated  on  page  5-2  of  the  DES,  thorough  inventory  and 
avoidance  of  sites  which  would  be  affected  by  range  improvernento 
would  eliminate  many  impacts  to  prehistoric  and  historic  sites. 
Sites  determined  to  have  significant  cultural  remains  would  be 
avoided  or,  if  avoidance  is  not  possible,  information  recovery 
would  bo  instituted.  The  comment  ia  correct  in  its  aasoasmcnt 
that  the  additional  inventories  required  by  an  expanded  grazing 
management  program  would  allow  the  identification  of  more  sites 
than  would  otherwise  be  located. 


.ternative  A  (pagei 


Estimates  on  page  8-22  indicate  that  livestock  operations 
out  of  3la  allotments  would  likely  be  eliminated  if  Alteri 
were  accepted.  Ah  stated  by  Mr.  Walcott,  adverse  impacts 
livestock  operators  would  be  of  major  oignifit 


Significant  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife,  prehistoric  and  historic 
features,  visuul  resources,  recreation,  and  wilderness  values 
would  result  from  Alternative  D,   Suoh  impacts  make  this  altorna- 
tlvo  highly  controversial. 
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April  20,   1979 
Hltuvtt,   Ht.   59067 

^Bte  Director 

Bureau   of  Land   Kanaf^emcnt 

22?.  Morth  32nil  Street 

Billinge,   Montana  59107 

Sirai 

After  atuding  your  grazing  envlrbnaiontal  stateooato  I  would  Ilka  to 

make  eome  ouegastions  pertaining  to  the  allotnent  Icnowu  as  "Sheepwagon" 
allotment  (^064)- 

In  your  "Allotment  Manajteiocnt  Plan"  at   1976  this  allotment  was  allotod  to 
Andrew  Iveroon  and  it  is  now  alloted  to  ne, 

note  in  your  plan  Andrew  Iverson'e  turn  out  wtin  for  210  cattle  from  5/36 

I  10/2a.  In  my  operation  it  would  work  best  to  run  160  cattle  froa  5/1  to 
11/51  to  utilize  the  erooted  wheatgrasa  on  the  north  part  of  the  pa«turD. 
This  cin  be  accomplished  by  constructing  the  proposed  fence.  If  tho  fenoe 

I  constructed  on  the  north  side  of  the  road  known  ac  "Tin  Can  Hill  road" 

,  will  eliminate  the  need  for  a  cattle  guard. 
Also  in  the  spring  of  1977  ^  repaired  and  cleaned  a  spring  in  the  north 
end  of  the  pasture.  The  water  eupplj  aeeoe  adequate  to  belp  distribute  the 
cattle  better  to  that  part  of  the  pasture. 
Thank  you  for  your  time. 

Tourf  truly. 


&^  63'<^ 


Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc. 
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April  27,   1979 


Edwin   Knldllcz 
I  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Nanagemcnt 
222  North  32nd  Street 
P.O.    BOX  301S7 
Billingo,   Montana     59107 


Dear  Mr.    Zaldlici 


Draft  GnvironmenCal  Impact 
Statement  on   Grazing  Manage- 
ment in  thQ  Missouri  Breaks 
of  Hon tana. 


I   have   reviewed   the   above -captioned   environinanCal    impact 
statement    (EIS)    on   behalf   of  NRDC   and  wish   to  submit   the 
following  brief  conmcnts  on  its  contents. 

The   Hissouii   River   Breaks   support   a   variety  of   significant 
resources,    including  wildlife,    scenic,    historic   and   recreational 
rosourcos   as   well   as    livestock    forage.      The   EIS   reveals   that 
resource   conditions,    in   general,    arc   bettor   than   those    in   cnany 
of   the   areas   in   other   states   previously   subjected   to  environ- 
mental analyses  prepared  by  the  Bureau  in  connection  with  Its 
range  programs.      Nonetheless,    the  statement  also  reveals  that 
a  number  of  serious  resource  problems  exist  in  this  area  as  the 
result  of  the  manner  in  which  existing  livestock  use   is  being 
managed.      These   problems    include,    for  example,    "important  water- 
shed problems,"  conflicts  between  livestock  and  recreational 
activities  and  livestock   Impacts  on  riparian  areas.     Sea  pp. 

/'1-23,    4-2,    3-30. _1/      A3   has   been   the   ease   with   all    range   state- 
■  stents  prepared  to  date,    the   'improved  grazing  management  program* 

I  proposed   for   the   area   relies   heavily   on   intensive   grazing   systems 


All  page  references  i 


•  the  draft  EIS. 
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The  sale  of  this  allotment  and  its  attached  federal  qrazing 
privileges  occurred  after  the  draft  AMV  was  completed.  The 
extended  grazing  season  you  propose  is  allowable  under  the 
current  adjudicated  season  of  use  for  the  Winnett  administra- 
tive unit.  As  long  as  the  proposed  uae  does  not  exceed  the 
rated  carrying  capacity,  no  problem  is  anticipated. 


The   authors   of   this   EIS   are    to  be   commanded   for   preparing 
a  readable  and  reasonably  concise  document  dealing  with  a  very 
large   land  area  and  a  great  many  AKP's.      Sonie  of  its  contents, 
including,    for   example,    the   section   on   'historic   features,* 
are   extremely   well-written.      Nonetheless,    it   suffers    from  sonM 
of   the   same   problems    from  which   earlier  EIE'o   have   suffered, 
particularly  in  connection  with  its  treatment  of  the    funda- 
mental allocation  decision  which  underlies   the  proposed  action 
ajid  the  alternatives  which  it  considers.      Although  we   recognize 
change   the   topic  of   subsequent 
I    "vegetative   allocation"   was   made, 
e  analysis  of  these  issues,   the 
till  occurring  suggests  that  they 
tlon   with   future   statements 
ich  they  deal,      consequently, 
ily  with   these   issues   in   the 
with  adequately  in  all   range  ElS's 


that  the  Bureau's  decis. 
range  statements  from  amp's 
at  least  in  part,  to  facilit, 
fact  that  these  problems  are 
may  continue  to  occur 
regardless  of  the  topic  wltJ 
these  comments  will  deal  pr, 
hop>e   that  they  will  be  deal 


1  Montana,    including  the   final  version  of 


It  is   clear   that   range   statements   In   general,    regardless 
of  the  topic  with  which  they  deal,    must  discuss  the  basic 

management  decision  with  which  they  deal  —   i.e.    the  decision 
to   allocate   the   lands   involved    to   livestock   use   and   the   trade- 
offs  involved   in   that  decision   between   livestock,   wildlife   and 
other   uses.      Unfortunately,    as    indicated,    this   draft  EIS,    like 
earlier  ones,    foile   to   fulfill   this    fundamental   obligation. 
Instead,    it  asks   readers   to  assume  that  all   lands  allocated  to 
grasing  should  be  utilized  for  this  purpose.      Like  earlier  ElS's 
on   AMP'S,    this   EIS   also   auks   readers    to   assume   that   the   proposed 
Intensive  grazing  systems  have  been  properly  ooleotod  and  de- 
signed.     Like   those   statements,    it   relics   heavily   on   the   theory 
on  which  those  systems  are  based  to  justify  their  selection. 
See  p.    3-3,    rather  tiian  provide  any  analysis  of  their  applica- 
bility   to   the   lands    involved.      It   makes   no   attempt   to   apply. 


The  draft  contains  no  discussion  of  the  total  cost  of 
implementing,  monitoring  and  maintaining  the  proposed 
action  or  any  alternative  thereto.  Even  assuming  that 
Che  necessary  funds  for  the  proposed  action  can  be  ob- 
tained, the  failure  to  provide  cost  eatimatos  for  each 
Of  the  alternatives  and  the  proposed  action  prevents 
Judgments  from  being  made  about  their  relative  coat 
and  benefits  and  tbe  wisdom  of  expending  the  funds  as 
proposed. 


—38— 
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en  In  tabular  form,   any  o£  the  criteria  utilizei3  in  the 
iection  ol:  raanagemont  systems.      It  makas  no  attempt  to 
scuas    Uie    findings   of  pufaliahed   studies   and   their   limit- 
light  of  conditions  of  the  instant  area.     Although 
one   study   wiis   in   fact   conducted   In   the   area,    no   specific 
information  about  it,    auch  os  'the  length  of  tiine  over  which 
it  was   conducted,    is   supplied,    and  no  description  of   the  way 
in  which  it  was  utilized  in  developing  these  amp's  is  given. 
SiMilarly,    although   the   EIS    indicates   that   information   Ob- 
tained from  existing  AMP's  was  considered   in  selecting 
grazing   systems,    see,    e.g.,    p.    1-13,    it   does   not   describe    the 
way  in  which  that  information  was  utilized.      Kor  does   it  ex- 
plain how  long  those  AMP's  have  been  in  existence  or  what 
their  results  havo  been,   except  in  the  most  superficial  way. 
See   Table   2-10. 

For  example,    the  bis  reveals  that  approxinately  30,612 
acres  of  publicly-owned  land  out  of  more  than  2,000,000  acres 
have   not  been   allotted   to   livestock   grazing.      Neither   the 
location  of   thaso   lands   nor   the   criteria   used   for   their 
identification  hnvo  been  supplied.      How  were   these  areas 
identified?     Were   they  set  aside  because  of  their  high  value 
for  wildlife?     Were  they  set  aside  because   they  are   in- 
accessible  to   or   otherwise    "unsuitable"    for   livestock?      Even 
assuming  that  these  are   the  only  lands  within  the  area   that 
are  unsuitable   for  livestock  use  because  of  topographic  and 
other   features,    thi:3   does   not  mean   that   livestock   ought 
necessarily   to   be    the   primary   management   target  on  all   the 
other  lands   in  the  EIS  area. 

The   draft's   treatment   of   the   relationship  between   the 
proposed   action   and  the   applicable   HFP's   also   exemplifies 
its   failure  to  examine  this   fundamental  management   issue .      The 
statement  contains  a  generalized  description  of  Uie  Bureau's 
planning  process.      It  notes  that  the  HFP's  establish  the 
"coordinated  land  use  allocations   for  all  resources  and  establish 
objectives  and  constraints   for  each  resource  and  support  activity." 
(P.    1-4).      It  provides  a  summary  of  the  representative  decisions 
of  the  ten  MPP's  in  the  EIS  area_3/  and  the   "resource  tradeoffs' 


— '      Although   the  EIS   states   that   there   are   11   planning   units 

within   the   Missouri   Breaks   area,    it   refers   to  only   10   MFP's 
How   are   the   resources   of   the   eleventh   unit  being  managed   ir 
the   absence   of   an   HFP?      On   what  were   the   proposed   grazing 
decisions   for  that  area  based?     Bow  have   they  been  guided 
and  constrained  as  required  by  the  planning  process? 


The  etlvematives  considered  in  this  EIS  do  involve  a 
range  of  livestock  levels.      As  such,    they  represent  an 
improvement  over  most  of  the  earlier  range   statements.      How- 
ever,   the   discussion  of   the   proposed  alternatives   is   conclusory, 
brief  and  superficial.     None  of  the  analyses  are  site-specific 
and,    indeed,    the  statement  gives  no   indication  that  such 
analyses  of  the  impacts  of  any  alternative  were  ever  performed. 
This   treatment   clearly   suggests   that   these   alternatives  were 
developed  only  for  aoademia,    theoretical  purposes. 

This  impression   is  enhanced  by  the  nature  of  the  alternatives 
considered.      The   alternatives   themselves   are   generalized,    across- 
the-board  options,   rather  than  genuine  management  choices.      For 
example,   no  one  oxpects  the  Bureau  to  eliminate  livestock  use 
in  this  area.      Similarly,  while  the  livestock  maximization 
alternative  represents  the  other  extreme,    such  single-use 
management  would  appear  to  conflict  directly  with  the  multiple- 
uae   mandates   of  the   Federal   Land   Policy   and   Management  Act. 
Although   Alternative   C   appears   to   the   environmentally   responsible 
option,    it  is  doscribad  in  theoretical  and  arbitrary  term.      The 
theoretical  nature  of  the  wildlife  oonoidorations   involved  in 
this  alternative   is  clearly  revealed  by  comparing  its  predicted 
benefits   for  wildlife,    which   range    from   slight   to  moderate    for 
alX   species   except  wild   horses.     (Table   S-1,    pp.    3-5   to   8-G, 
with  the  results  of  the   studies  cited  on  p.    8-20) ■      Given  the 
high  wildlife   values   of  many   areas   within   the   overal   EIS   area, 
as   well   as    the   need   to   supply   some   genuine   management  options, 
we   urge   the   inclusion   of   a   praotical   wildlife   maximization 
alternative  in  the   final  EIS,     This  alternative  should  identify 
areas  which  should  be  managed  to  benefit  wildlife,   rather  than 
livestock,   and  should  set  forth  the  conditions  under  which 
grazing  will  be  permitted. 

In  conclusion,  we  thank  you  in  advance  for  your  considera- 
tion of  our  corments.  If  you  have  any  questions  about  them,  I 
hope  you  will  not  hesitate  I 


Sincerely, 


inherent   in   these   deciaiona,       (Table   1-3,    p.    1-7).      However, 
the  EIS  fluppliefl  no  specific  information  about   these  HFP's 
and  makes  no   attempt   to  explain   their   relationship   to   the 
proposed  action.      For  example.  Table  1-3   indicated  that  one 
of  "the  multiple  use  parameters   generally  common  throughout 
the  BS  area,"    (Pn.    1  at  p.    1-7)    io  a  prohibition  on  sagebrush 
spraying  in  sage  grouse  areas  becasoe  of  the  adverse  impact 
such  spraying  would  have  .on  that  species'   habitat  needs. 
(P.   1-6),      Xet  such  spraying  is  proposed  In  an  allotment 
containing  "crucial  winter  habitat  for  sage  grouse."      (P.    3-17). 
Horoover,    the  text  contains  no  discussion  of  any  MFP  decisions, 
no  explanation  of  the  rationales  which  underiy  them,   and  no 
analysis  of  the  trade-offc  among  resources  which  they  involve. 
For  example,    the   text   indicates   that   "substantial"   benefits  .to 
wildlife   would   result   from  a   "substantial   reduction   of   live- 
stock  use"    in   certain   unidentified   areas   and   the   development 
of   HMP'a.       {P.    8-201.      However,    the   document   falls   to   discuss 
the  trade-offs  between  wildlife  and  livestock  use  involved  in 
the  proposed  action  as  well  as   to  explain  why  those  trade-offs 
were  made  or  why  no  HMF's  have  been  proposed. 

In  addition,    it  is  clear  that  the  table  does  not  identify 
all  the  trade-ofCo  that  have  been  made,   as  well  as  that  the 
MFP's  have  not  resolved  all  resource  conflicts  in  tlio  area. 
Although  the  EIS  reveals  that  there  are  conflicts  between  live- 
stock grazing  and  riparian  areas  and  recreational  uses  within 
the   EIS   area,    thcso   conflicts   are   not   identified   in   Table   1-3, 
and  there   is   no   indication   that   any   remedial   actions  were  con- 
templated prior  to  the  preparation  of  this  document. _4/     The 
fact  that  certain  conflicts  are  not  identified  in  the  draft 
suggests  that  they  were  not  considered  during  the  development 
of  Che  applicable  MFP's.      This,   in  turn,    auggoBts  that  the  EIB 
should  analyze  the  adequacy  of  these  plans.      However,   no  such 
analysis   is   supplied. 


The  mitigation  section  Of  the  draft  SIS  indicates  that  sonu, 
if  not  all,  of  these  particular  conflicts  will  be  resolved 
in  the   future  following  the  completion  of  recreation  and 
habitat  inventories.     Although  it  indicates  that  changes 
in  soffle  of  the  proposed  AHP's  may  be  necessary,    it  does  not 
explain  clearly  how,  and  when,   the  need  for  such  changes 
will  be  determined.      For  example,    the  EIS  does  not  explain 
how  these  inventories  will  be  used  to  determine  whether  the 
AMP's   involved   "require   revision."    (P.    4-4).      Similarly, 
it  does  not  indicate  how  long  it  will  take  to  make  these 
determinations  and  changes.      The   final  version  of  this 
:   should  clarify   these    issues. 
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Table  1-7  (page  1-24)  of  the  DES  provided  the  total  coats  of  the 
proposed  action  in  terms  of  range  improvements  and  government 
salary  costs  from  fiscal  year  1979  through  fiscal  year  19H3,  the 
implementation  phase  of  the  proposed  action.  Government  salary 
cost  would  continue  at  5357,000  for  operation  of  the  proposal. 
KaintenoncG  costs  on  range  improvements  are  highly  variable,  and 
were  not  included  for  the  proposed  action. 

The  discussion  of  Alternative  A  (ni 
OES  notes  that,  "present  levels  of 
remain  unchanged." 

The  discussion  of  Alternative  B  (elimination  of  livestock  grazing 
on  public  lands)  has  been  changed  to  include  a  di-icussion  of  the 
cost  of  fencing  public  lands.   This  cost  is  estimated  to  be 
S8, 900, 000  at  the  1975  cost  base.   It  can  be  assumed  that  the 
additional  manpower  coQts  would  be  at  least  equal  to  the  costs 
for  the  propoed  action,  i.e.,  5357,000  per  year. 

The  description  of 

use)  on  page  8-17  of  the 

would  remain  the  same  for  this  alternative.   Thus,  the  coats  foi 

range  improvements  and  manpower  would  be  the  same  as  those  for 

the  proposed  action. 

The  description  of  Alternative  D  (livestock  forage  maximization) 
notes  on  page  a-2'l  of  the  DES  that  the  vegetation  manipulation 
postulated  wouJd  cost  53,258,751  in  addition  to  the  costs  in- 
cluded in  the  proposed  action.   Thus,  the  total  cost  for  range 
improvements  for  this  alternative  would  be  over  56,000,000. 
Manpower  costs  would  be  greater  than  those  for  the  proposed 
action  during  the  implementation  phase.   It  is  estimated  that  ai 
additional  15  operations  technicians  and  20  range  techrilclnne 
would  be  needed  for  implementation  of  thia  alternative.   Increaj 
staff  costs  are  therefore  eatimated  to  be  S41(;,500. 


The  multiple  use  analysis  contained  in  thi 
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shift  in  emphasis  toward  wildlife,  with  its  attendant  disrup 
to  the  livestock  industry.  Grazing  has  been  and  is  a  legitii 
and  recognised  use  in  the  Missouri  BreakG  area.  The  plant 
ties  evolved  under  grazing  by  largo  ungulates  such  as  bison,  ( 
and  bighorn  cheep.  Range  conditions  have  improved  in  many  an 
with  livestock  grazing  and  proper  grazing  management  has  been 
shown  to  be  effective  in  further  impi 
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locations  to  livestock  do  allow  a 
on  for  wildlife  and  watocshc-d  prot* 
the  total  veijetation  production). 


Livestock  forage  species  consist  primarily  of  grasses,  about  ha: 
of  which  would  not  be  allocated  to  livoBtock.  Big  game  animala 
consume  primarily  shrubs,  f orbs ,  and  minor  amounts  of  grass. 
Nearly  all  of  this  would  be  available  to  wildlife  and  other  non- 
livestock  consumptive  uses.  While  wildlife  consumptive  use  has 
not  beian  specifically  quantified  on  an  allotment  basis,  it  was 
judged  to  be  acceptable  in  connection  with  the  MFP  process. 

The  type  of  vegetation  data  available  in  tlie  ES  area  dooa  not 
allow  a  direct  allocation  of  aums  Co  uses  other  than  livestock. 
The  survey  used  provides  livestock  carrying  capacities  based  on 
livestock  forage,  not  on  total  annual  vegetation  production. 
The  end  result  of  the  survey  in  the  Missouri  Breaks  area  was  a 
recommended  livestock  stocking  rate  in  animal  unit  months  per 
acre.   Thus  a  direct  allocation  to  wildlife  was  not  possible. 
A  comprehensive  soil  and  vegetation  inventory  conducted  in  the 
lE)50s  aad  1960s  was  the  basis  for  allocating  use  for  livestock 
grazing  on  a  sustained  yield  basis.   It  was  an  ecological  sito 
field  inventory  and  included  collection  of  the  following  data 
elements: 


Vegetation  (aspect  and  3peci£i( 
Ecological  condition  class 
Recommended  stocking  for  lives' 
ttange  site  designation 
Land  use  capability 
Slope  description 


oompOBition) 


Of  all  the  grazing  regimes  included  in  our  study  only  winter 
grazing  allowed  for  better  soil  and  plant  conditions  than 
did  rest  rotation  grazing.   However,  this  is  to  he  expected. 
Plants  are  dormant  during  winter,  so  that  adverse  effects 
of  grazing  would  be  minimal.   Soils  are  frozen  during  this 
time  and  would  be  relatively  free  from  compaction  by  trampling. 

Only  two  sites  grazed  under  a  deferred  rotation  system  were 
sampled.   The  system  had  been  in  use  for  six  years,  a  period 
which  is  too  short  to  allow  the  plants  and  soil  to  fully 
respond,   No  definite  ooncluaions  ware  drown  about  the  use- 
fulne.'jo  of  this  systam. 
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is  occurring  i 


aefore  substantial  improvomei 


study  that  range  improvement  in  the 
i  slow.   Even  Chough  range  improvcinen C 
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I!  condition  will  occur.' 
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The  majority  (2A,27Q   acres)  of  the  30,512  acres  not  allotted  to 
livestock  are  located  in  the  Little  Rocky  Mountains.   The  remainder 
are  in  the  Moccasin  and  Judith  Mountain  ranges.   Unallotted  lands 
in  the  Moccasin  and  Judith  Mountains  arc  generally  inacceasible  to 
Livestock.   Portions  of  the  Little  iiocky  Mountains  are  accessible 
and  suitable  for  livestock  use  and  are  grazed  on  a  temporary  non- 
renewable basis.   However,  a  management  decision  has  been  made  in 
the  Little  Bocky  Mountains  that  forage  in  that  area  is  to  remain 
unallotted  to  maintain  plant  vigor  and  reproduction,  provide 
watershed  protection,  provide  wildlife  cover,  and  enhance  aesthetic 
and  recreation  values.   The  primary  reasons  for  such  a  decision  are 
the  slope  and  fragile  nature  of  the  watershed  and  the  values  for 

feasible  in  the  ES  area  have  been  excluded  from  livestock  use  due 
to  other  multiple  use  considerations. 

Livestock  are  not  the  primary  management  "target"  on  the  lands  In 
the  sense  of  resource  objectives.   The  Bureau  has  a  legal  mandate 
to  manage  the  public  lands  for  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield. 
No  overriding  conflicts  between  grazing  and  other  resource  values 
surfaced  in  the  revision  of  the  Management  rramework  Plans  which 
would  justify  the  exclusion  of  livestock  in  specific  areas.   It 
must  be  recognized  that  management  of  livestock  becomes  a  primary 
management  tool  because  of  its  very  nature.   Livestock  management 
is  the  single  largest  resource  modifier  in  the  ES  area  which 
readily  lends  itself  to  control;  management  control  which  can  ]ead 
to  benefits  for  many  resource  values. 


8.  Effective  soil  depth 

9.  Texture  of  topsoil 

10.  Soil  permeability 

11.  Type  of  underlying  material 

During  development  of  draft  allotment  management  plans,  this  infor- 
mation was  updated  where  necessary.   The  recommended  Stocking 
rates  for  livestock  provided  in  this  base  inventory  are,  there- 
fore, very  responsive  to  the  capability  of  the  land.   Allocation 
to  livestock  was  therefore  made  in  accordance  with  this  basic 
inventory  as  updated.   It  supports  the  291,502  AUMs  proooaed  on 
public  lands  within  AMP  areas. 

AS  explained  in  Appendix  1,  this  livestock  use  level  (291,502 
AUHs)  represents  approximately  30-40*  of  the  total  annual  produc- 
tion.  The  remainder  (60-701)  would  be  available  to  watershed, 
wildlife,  and  other  consumptive  and  non -consumptive  uses.   Indi- 
vidual allotment  allocations  to  livestock  are  shown  in  Appendix  4. 
These  allocation  percentages  were  developed  during  preparation  of 
the  ES. 

A  wide  variety  of  grazing  syf 
action.  This  is  due  to  resoi: 
each  allotment,  then  a  systen 
would  best  meet  those  objecti 
select  specific  grazing  sysce 
(2)  amount  of  rest  needed  to 
(3)  topography,  (41  peiL 


;ems  are  included  in  the  propoaed 
:ce  objectives  being  developed  for 
selected  that  the  AMP  writer  felt 
res.  The  primary  criteria  used  to 
IS  include;  (1)  range  condition, 
replenish  plant  vigor  and  reprodoo- 
:  experience,  15)  size  of  allotment, 


A  study  was  conducted  by  the  University  of  Montana  in  the  summer 
of  1977  [see  page  R-4 ,    Earl  E.  Willard  and  Lynn  Herman  1977),   A 
copy  may  be  obtained  by  writing  Che  BLM  Montana  State  Office. 
The  Study's  conclusions  were: 

"The  use  of  rest  rotation  grazing  in  the  northern  Great 
Plains  has  been  questioned  {Herbel  1971,  Lodge  197D) .   How- 
ever, our  study  indicates  that  rest  rotation  grazing  in 
eastern  Montana  is  generally  better  than  seasonlonq  grazing. 
Generally,  rest  rotation  grazing  allowed  for  better  vigor 
of  key  forage  species,  faster  soil  water  infiltration,  more 
litter  on  the  ground  surface,  reduced  amounts  of  Opuntia 
polycantha,  and  greater  production  of  desirable  grasses  for 
forage.   Conversely,  seasonlong  grazing  resulted  in  lower 
plant  vigor,  slower  soil  water  infiltration,  less  litter, 
less  production  of  desirable  grasses,  and  more  Opuntia 
polycantha. 


Other  public  land  users,  such  as  wildlife  populations  which  are 
the  responsibility  of  the  state,  arc  far  more  difficult  to  control 
and  manage  on  a  scientific  basis.   It  should  also  be  noted  that 
no  area  has  been  designated  solely  for  livestock  use  whild  portions 
of  the  Little  Rockies  have  been  allotted  strictly  to  watershed, 
wildlife,  and  recreation  uses.   On  all  Bureau  administered  lands, 
protection  of  watershed  values  and  wildlife  habitat  is  a  primary 
consideration  in  management,  as  shown  by  the  inclusion  of  objec- 
tives for  those  resources  in  the  draft  allotment  management  plans 
which  are  part  of  the  proposed  action. 
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Tho  U.L.  Bend  and  zortman  planning  units  (see  Map  1-6  in  the 
DSS) ,  two  relatively  small  units,  were  combined  into  one  manage- 
ment framework  plan.   Thus,  the  land  use  planning  process  for  the 
ES  area  included  a  total  of  11  planning  units;  however,  only  10 
management  framework  plans  were  prepared. 

The  update  and  revision  of  the  management  framework  plans  and 
development  of  the  allotinent  management  plans  (AMPs)  prior  to 
preparation  of  the  ES  was  a  closely  coordinated  process.   The 
management  framework  plans  established  the  allotments  On  which 
AMPs  would  be  prepared  and  provided  the  level  of  livestock  use 
for  the  allotments.   Based  on  computations  done  for  the  ES  this 
allocation  level  for  livestock  was  estimated  to  be  approximately 
304  of  the  annual  vegetative  production  of  growth  in  the  rough 
terrain  and  404  on  the  more  gently  rolling  rangelands,   A  more 
detailed  discussion  of  the  methodology  used  to  develop  livestock 
use  levels  is  included  in  the  response  to  comment  l|19a  and  in 
Appendix  1  of  Che  DES.   The  management  framework  plans  for  the  BS 
area  did  not  specifically  allocate  AUMs  to  wildlife  nor  did  they 
identify  any  locations  (with  the  exception  of  portions  of  the 
Little  Bocky  Mountains)  on  which  no  livestock  grazing  should 
occur  due  to  considerations  for  wildlife.   It  should  be  noted 
that  an  alternate  allocation  level,  based  largely  on  data  obtained 
in  the  land  use  planning  process,  tied  to  resource  conflicts  was 
included  in  Alternative  C,  Reduced  Levels  of  Livestock  Ii3e.  As 
discussed  in  the  response  to  comment  I19B,  the  existing  condition 
of  the  range  in  the  ES  area  indicates  that,  overall,  livestock 
grazing  has  not  abused  the  land  and  created  the  resource  conflicts 
which  would  have  necessitated  a  major  shift  in  resource  emphasis 
during  Che  land  use  planning  process. 

The  10  management  framework  plans  covering  the  ES  area  are  very 
detailed  and  voluminous.   In  order  to  present  the  reader  and  the 
decisionmaker  with  a  brief,  concise  summary  of  a  large  volume  of 
material.  Table  1-3  was  developed.   We  could  not  present  a  detailed 
analysis  of  each  management  framework  plan  and  still  have  published 
8  readable  document  in  a  reasonable  format.   However,  the  footnote 
to  Table  1-3  indicates  that  the  management  framework  plans  are 
available  for  review  at  appropriate  BLM  offices. 
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Table  1-3  does  not  stote  that  aagcbrush  spraying  is  prohibited. 
Managemcnc  framfswork  plan  decision  2.3  (page  1-7  of  the  des) 
notes  that  artificial  land  treatment  practices  will  be  limited. 
Management  framework  plan  decision  2.4  {page  1-81  allows  control 
of  sagebrush  only  after  10  years  ol  AMP  implementatiDn  has  failed 
to  show  an  improvement  in  ecological  range  condition  and  then 
only  after  a  loss  oI  sagebrush  has  been  shown  not  to  be  detri- 
mental to  existing  wildlifu  populations.   The  tradeoffs  resultinti 
from  these  MFP  decisions  arc;  also  generally  discussed  in  Table  1-3. 


wildlife  and  livestock 
in  the  individual  manage- 
in  Che  respective  BLM 

on  one  resource  will 
asis  on  another.   We 

alues  proposed  for 
I  all  resource  valuas 


wl'  bQliuvQ  the  resource  tradeoff' 
are  adequately  discusaed  in  Table  1-3  ; 
ment  framework  plana  available  for  rcvj 
offices.  It  is  clear  that  multiple  us* 
all  resources.  Thus,  increased  emphas: 
require  a  corresponding  reduction  in  ei 
believe  that  the  multiple  us*  nix  o£  r< 
the  ES  area  is  a  reasonable  nix  based  ( 
existing  in  the  area. 

Because  the  Missouri  Breaks  ES  analyzes  the  impacts  of  an  improved 
grazing  management  program  and  not  all  multiple  use  resource 
programs  included  in  the  management  Iramowork  plans,  habitat 
management  plana  were  not  discussed  in  detail  in  the  DES.   Thruo 
habitat  management  plans  have  been  implemented  and  several  more 
are  proposed  in  the  ES  area;  however,  they  are  not  the  subject  of 
the  Missouri  Breaka  ES. 
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A  management  framework  plan  cannot  reoolve  all  resource  conflicts. 
The  fact  that  "tradeoffs"  must  be  made  indicates  that  values  tor 
all  resources  are  not  optimized.  Value  judgments  often  must  b« 
made  when  determining  the  preferred  mix  of  resource  uses  which 
will  serve  as  a  management  goal. 
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Studies  and  Monitoring  Programs 
uld  be  inventoried  and  their 

each  resource  area  within  two 
al  environmental  statement- 
inventory  would  be  dependant 
in  large  part  on  the  implementation  sequence  of  the  AMPs.   Changes 
in  AMPs  would  be  dotiarininod  by  thfl  Area  Manager  based  on  the 
identified  mechaniam  for  protecting  riparian  areas  and  the  coats 
and  manpower  needed  to  implement  auch  actions. 
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The    "no   action"   alternative   is   required   by   the   National   Environ- 
mental  Policy  Act   and   the   regulations   resulting   from   it.      The 
"elimination  o£    liveatock   grazing"    alternative  was   analyzed   in 
order   to   portray   the   social   and   environmental    impacts   of   complate 
removal   of   livescoclc    from   public   lands.      The    "reduced   levels   of 
livestock  use"   alternative   was   developed   using   allotment   specific 
data  on   periods   of   livestock   use,    the   type   of   grazing   system 
proposed,    acreage    in   fair   or   poor   range   condition,    and   acreog*   in 
severe   or   critical   erosion   condition.      The   reductions   for   the 
amount   and   kind   of  wildlife   habitat   in   each   allotment   were   baoad 
on   mapped   data    from   BU^   planning   system   doctiments   and   Montana 
Department  of  fish  and  Game  habitat  maps.      The   "livestock  forage 
maximization"   alternative  woe   developed   using   allotment   specific 
watershed   and   livestock   maximization   opportunities    identified   in 
the   Dnit   Resource   Analysis    for   each   planning   unit.      The   alterno- 
tiveo   were   not  developed   in   the   land   use   planning   process.      The 
size   of   the   area    involved    in   the   Missouri    Breaks   ES   and    the 
availability   of   basic   resource   data   precluded   a  more   site-Specific 
analysis   of   environmental   consequences    for   each   alternative. 
Consideration  was  given  to  inclusion   in   the  DES  of  an  alternative 
that   identified   specific   areas    that   could   be  managed   primarily 
for  wildlife   under   habitot  management   plans.      However,    it  was 
determined   that   sufficient   site-specific   data  on   wildlife   wor« 
not   available   to   develop   and   realistically   analyze   such   an   alterna- 
tive.     Therefore,    no    "wildlife   maximization"    alternative   has   boon 
developed. 


J  zaidice-ftprll  n,  1S79 


("■me  ES  fails 
'  £07    there  could  b 


.hlB  paint  in  it'n  i 
If  the  oltornativos 
if  all   liuuiitook  gri 

iroductf.on)  would  vj 
.aw  .in  well.      While 


iion  of  the  draft  BE. 

lonted,    A    (no  action)    ia   unaccaptable   and  □    (elimination 
ll    ia  ao   redieuloua   and  potentially  InflammaCory   that 
been  presented.      RltornaCivB   D    [moilmum  livoiitoclt 
;e   should   Innd  mnnnqcmcnt  practice!!  and  probably   the 
WildornoES   Socioey  dons   not  endorse  any  of   the   ioecific 
!d,   AlternatiVfl  C  comes  closest  to  striking  a  renionablo 
itween  livestock,    wildlife   and  recreation.      At   the   same   time,    nlgnifltar 
;  values  would  be  protected.     According  to  the  ES,   Mtcrnatlvo  C  also 


pictu 

PerhapB   n  blend    (midway   comproninc)    bccwcpn   Che  proppaed  action  and  Mtarnative 
C  would  cume   clotieat   to  resolving   resource  conflicts  while  protecting  the 
Wild  HlBSOuri,    CHR  Wildlife  Refuge   and  potenciol   BLM  WJldemosK  study  Aruau, 
At  the   same  time   a  viable   livestock  economy  could  bo   nuntalntod   in  perpetuity. 
Please   koop  me  advlsod  of   thn 
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RESPOHSE  TO  THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 
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The  BLM  had  very  little  flexibility  in  the  timing  of  cither  the 
Missouri  Breaks  enviromnental  statement  [which  must  be  complete 
by  Septumbcr  30,  1979  by  court  order)  or  the  Wiiaerness  Review 
Program  which  has  gencfal  timofroniHa  catabliBhad  by  the  Federal 
Lard  Policy  and  Hanagement  Act.   WO  bulicvu  th«  timing  oC  thu  two 
IG  not  in  conflict.   Wilderness  valueu  Will  be  carefully  protectea 
during  implementation  of  the  SBlQctesd  action.   The  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  provides  for  the  oontinaation  of  OKlst- 
ing  grazing  uses  in  the  same  manner  and  degree  in  which  they  were 
conductud  on  October  21,    1976,  but  these  must  cause  no  unnecessary 
or  undue  degradation  of  the  lands  and  their  rt^aources,  and  they 
must  afford  environmental  protection.   Expansion  or  curtailment 
of  grazing  uae  and  changes  in  numbers,  seasons  of  use,  and  class 
of  livestock  may  bo  allowed  so  long  as   wilderness  suitability  is 
not  imparled.   This  would  include  implementation  of  grazing 
systems  and  changsB  in  grazing  systems.   New  range  improvements 
needed  to  support  and  facilitate  grazing  use  and  management  may 
be  installed  ana  maintained  so  long  as  the  activities  and  the 
structure  do  not  impair  the  area's  wilderness  auitability. 


1205 

See  roaponee  1 


see  response  to  comment  (92  regarding  the  impact  on  w. 
increasingly  uniform  grazing  pressure  and  the  responsi 
193  regarding  BLM's  management  of  riparian  zones, 

1307 

The  scale  at  which  maps  were  printed  in  the  DBS  did  not  allow  for 
tha  roasonabla  depiction  of  the  specific  locations  of  range 
improvamonts.   The  locations  of  each  rnnga  improvement  are 
included  in  the  individual  amp  files  avaiiablo  for  review  in 
respective  BLM  Resource  Area  Offices.   It  should  be  noted  that  a 
mitigating  measure  included  in  the  DES  [page  il-l)  stipulates  Chat 
'.ntsrdiaciplinary  team  including  o   wildlife  biologist  will  be 


involved  in  determining  the  final  location, 
and  construction  stipulations  for  all  project! 


;  of  c 


79l-v    '^<fCo.^<~^ 


^w-^. 


(:cp^2-j/9?9 


Allotment  management  plans  along  the  Charles  M.  Russell  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  boundary  will  not  be  implemented  Without  closo 
coordination  between  the  affected  livestock  operators  and  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  wildlife  service.   See  response 


i  have  been  developed - 


RESPOMSE  TO  CHARLES  E-  SCilWENKE 


133.0 

See  responat 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  manages  public  land  on  the  basi: 
Of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.   The  multiple  use  values 
specified  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  are 
recreation,  range,  timber,  minerals,  watershed,  wildlife  and 
fish,  and  natural  scenic,  scientific,  and  historical  values. 


f212 

Map  2-5  should  be  deleted  from  the  DES.   See  i 


«13 

See  rcspensB  to  comment  o. 


—42— 


S.jf  -m- 


^ 


RESPOHSE  TO  WILSOM  AHD  NANCY  5TULC 


The  vegstation  decline  discuaset 
the  concept  that  problem  areiia, 
would  continue  downward.   Only  i 


I  Alter native  A  is  baaed  t 
;atntly  In  declining  trent 
.iqht  decline  (56)  id  aOGi 


In  the  ri: 
produced 
distrit  * 


sonal  graaing 


;tock 


.ntQined  good  condition  ranges      — 

,^^  =  ..^^^,.w._..    -J   adequate   and    the   primary    forage   ia   -..  — 

wheatgraflS    (bluejoint)    which   reproduces   by   rhizomes.      Generally, 

._.. ,..- .__   —/sterna   are   required    for   other   resourco 

;   reproduction   snd   residual   i 


IUU1.U   j,iii.cn3iiVo  gn 

objectives,     such    ^a    Uiunac    , 

to  improve  declining  trend  i 


;  poor  oondi  t  ii 


inges 


The  views  of  all  concerned  IniJividuals  will  be  carefully  cor 
aidared  in  davelopmeiit  of  the  final  proposal.  NO  allotment 
manogemQnt  plan  will  be  implemented  without  clooe  coordinate 
with  the  oEEected  livestock  operator. 


;&.*>.   „; 


DEPARTMENT    OF    STATE    LANDS 


Hi-.  Edwin  laidlici.  Oirector 
Bureau  of  Lanil  Hanagetncnt 
P.O.  Box  30157 
OilUngs,  «T     59107 

Dear  Mr.   Zaidlicz: 

The  following  are  the  Department  of  State  l.jnd's   (DSL)   c 
the  Draft  Missouri   Breaks  Graiing  Cnvironmentfll   Statement  (ES).     Our 
general   ovorvipw  nf  the  Draft  aa  a  feasible  nianagement  tool  to  ImplwuHfit 
d  comolex  land  ownership  coordination  problem  is  one  of  optimism. 
Although  we  are  generally  optimistic  we,  nevertheless,  have  some  spec  lie 
concerns  and  criticisms  that  need  to  ba  aired  before  a  final   program  ii 
proposed. 

The  ES  through  its  exclusion  of  the  Charles  H.  Russell  ""ional 
Mildllfe  Refuge  (CNR)  has  administratively  built  a  fence  around  the  CMH. 
A  fence  around  the  CKH,  either  air.lnistrative  or  physical,  is  a  concept 
that  continues  to  alienote  local   landowners  and  should  be  "O^^ed.     The 
CMR  should  be  included  in  this  proposed  management  plan.     Based  on 
anticipated  forage  increases,  an  overall   increase  of  six  percent  in 
wildlife  populations  is  ^  possible  prediction  according  to  the  ES      TMs 
apparent  benefit  to  wildlife  associateri  with  the  predicted  benefits   to 
range     water  and  recreational   resources  and  the  slight  adverse  effects 
on  prehistoric,  historic  and  visual   resources  appears   to  Justify  an 
oxtendfid  effort  to  include  the  CMR  into  this  plan. 

Eeinq  the  largest  Uate  land  ndminlEterlng  agency  of  th(j  State  of 
Montana,  we  are  well   aware  of  the  complex  =o"'*='1"^'^°"  P"^^™,^^!;!"''^ 
In  manouing  land.     However,  wlmro  some  agencies  may  administer  tneir 
Snd     for  numerous  objectiCes  such  as  wildlife,  recreation,  scenic 
values     qrailng.  etc.,   the  Department  of  State  Lands   lacks  sow  of  that 
flexibility.     Our  objective  is  to  nianage  the  state  lands  in  a  manner 
conduslve  to  a  sustained  yield  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the 
public  school  systcn  (school  trust). 

Our  concerns,  therefore,  center  around  the  impact  that  the  proposed 
plan  will  have  on  the  management  of  the  state  land       I'"'^''^"  y-  ^'     .^^,,„ 
rnurse    we  realize  ranae  improvements   throughout  the  area  will  economically 
benefit  all   land  owners   in  the  long-range  analysis.     Our  Imedlate 
concerns  are  wnhThlAnlmal  Unit  Month   (AUM)  allocations.     The  grazing 
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Mr.  Edwin  Zaidlicz,  Director 
Page  Two 
April  Zl.   1979 


#  EIB 


.level  decrease  forecast  in  the  ES  following  implementation  of  tMe  proaosed 
program  inay  fiave  an  adverse  impact  on  DSL';  adfrinistering  policy.     AUM 
ite  administered  land  cannot  be  accepted  at  this  time 

■  latlon  by  thi"5  agency.     The  Draft  proposes  to  allocate 
ual   forage  to  cattle  and  livestock  in  the  rough 

'  '"  "■ filing  terrain,  with  the  remaining  annual 

iltiple  use  resources 


decreases  or 
without  furth! 
30  percent  of  the  am 
terrain  and  10  percei 

production  in  both  situations  alloted  to  othei 

such  as  wildlife  and  watershed  protection.     These  proposed  allocatiu,,:. 
l^if  applied  indiscnniinately  as  proposed  do  not  address  the  state  land 
problem  mentioned  above.     The  ES  also  fails  to  identify  state  lands  that 
-tPiql  "'fly  fiave  reduced  Mn  allotments  and  those  that  may  be  incrcaspri      These 
l^shoold  bo  addressed. 

On  another  subject  the  ES  states  on  page  2-22  that  the  overall 
condition  of  the  ES  ar^t  is  in  generally  good  to  excellent  condition, 
but  that  the  trend  of  some  of  these  eKcellent  condition  ranges   is  downward 
and  that  seme  of  the  good  cordidion  range  is  only  producing  half  of  its 
potential.     These  apparent  downward  trend  areas  and  lower  than  desired 
production  areas  are  apparently  the  bases  for  the  BLM  proposed  action 
f>  zzo    The  ES  lacks  supporting  data  to  document  this  downward  trend  and  how  it 
was  evaluated.     Before  spending  the  proposed  $3  million  to  improve  good 
to  excellent  range,  more  detailed  data  and  discusEion  appears  necessary 
to  document  this  downward  trend,      In  ftppendin  6,   I  would  like  to  see 
trend  infonration  (upward,  downward,  or  static)  given  for  each  allotment. 
The  BLM  trend  evaluation  appears  to  be  the  weakest  point  of  this  analysis 

•  as  was  indicated  1n  the  series  of  recent  pubHc 

in  and  across  the  state. 

I   realize  that  the  total  ES  area  ts  composed  of  only  seven  percent 
state  land,  but  for  any  system  to  positively  function,  all  concerns 
regardless  of  magnitude,  must  cooperate,  coordinate  and  conmunicatc  on 
the  same  management  plan.     The  federal  agencies  involved  in  this  management 
program  retain  a  considerable  latitute  to  accomplish  their  respective 
seals.     The  State  unfortunately  does  not  have  that  same  management 
flexibility.     We  cannot  and  will   not  accrue  AUH  reductions  on  State 
sections. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  coment.     The  Department  of  State 
Lands,  as  well   as   the  State,   is  vitally  concerned  about  federal  management 
of  land  encompassing  state  sections.     I  hope   1  have  convoyed  our  position 
adequately.     For  the  State  to  participate  in  the  proposed  management 
program,  the  aforementioned  conditions  should  be  addressed,     t  am  looking 
forward  to  eventual   resolutions   to  these  and  other  land  management 
^^coordination  problems  we  have  had  in  the  past. 


:s  153,  159,  and  1176. 
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See  response  i 

1221 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  coordinate  clogoly  with  tho 
Montana  Department  of  State  Lands  in  the  development  of  the  final 
allotment  manogement  plans.   Reductions  in  AUMs  on  public  landa 
are  biiaed  primarily  on  updated  allotment  boundaries,  livestock 
grazing  suitability  determination,  and  updated  range  surveys. 
Reductions  in  moat  cases  are  minor.   We  see  minimal  conflict  with 
the  Department,  of  State  Lands  on  AUM  reductions  because  maintenance 
of  forage  On  a  sustained  basis  is  a  common  objective  for  both 


RESPOHSE  TO  MONTANA  DEPARTHBUT  OF  STATE  LANDS 
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Bceauae  of  the  significantly  different  mandates  under  which  the 
Burefiu  of  Lond  Management  and  thu  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service; 
operate,  it  is  not  feasible  to  prepare  one  management  plan  for 
both  the  Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  the 
public  landR  included  in  the  ES  area.   Where  Specific  resource 
objectives  on  refuge  lands  and  adjacent  DLM  lands  are  compatible, 
cooperative  grasing  management  will  be  sought:.   Where  Specific 
resource  objectives  between  the  two  agencies  differ,  allotment 
management  plans  will  be  implemented  Only  when  it  has  been  deter- 
mined by  the  BLH  that  such  action  will  not  waste  dollars  or 
manpower  or  foreclose  future  options  for  cooperation  with  the 
Fish  iind  Wildlife  Service.   Because  of  different  management 
mandatoa  between  the  two  agencies,  it  may  be  necessary  to  phys- 
ically separate  the  two  jurisdictions  in  selected  areas.   The 
management  plan  for  the  refuge  is  scheduled  for  completion  in 
mid-1980.   When  the  refuge  management  plan  is  complete,  and 
specific  management  plans  ace  identified  by  area  on  the  refuge, 
cooperation  between  the  two  agencies  can  more  fully  occur. 

#218 

The  30  and  40  percent  allocation  levels  for  livestock  use  are 
very  general  estimates  for  the  riverbreakg  and  rolling  plains 
landforms,  respectively.   Tables  Al-1  and  Al-2  show  the  varia- 
bility between  range  sites  in  rationaliiing  vegetation  allocation 
levels.   Future  vegetation  allocations  to  livestock  and  other 
competing  uses  will  be  made  on  an  allotment  basis  with  full 
regard  to  the  variability  in  production  for  each  range  site  and 
guidance  provided  in  current  management  framework  plans.   At  this 
point,  we  are  projecting  about  a  30-40  percent  allocation  level 
for  livestock  use,  except  in  sensitive  areas  as  identified  in 
individual  management  framework  plana. 

0219 

Direct  livestock  grazing  AUM  allocations  or  changes  in  alloca- 
tion on  state  or  private  landa  are  not  encompassed  under  the 
authority  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   Because  of  changes 
in  allocation  on  public  lands  within  individual  allotments, 
however,  indirect  shift  in  livestock  use  on  other  land  might 
result.   For  example,  creation  of  water  developments  or  range 
improvement  on  public  landa  would  also  benefit  Other  lands 
within  the  same  fenced  unit  through  redistribution  of  livestock 
grazing  use. 


Implementation  of  amps  occurs  only  after  consultation  \ 
parties  involved,  including  oporatorB  and  landowners. 


all 


tal  Impact  StHtemont: 


SQUARE   BUTTE  GRAZING    ASSOCfATlON     ^ 

Mallo.  Menlana   S953B 


April  25,    197y 

Mr.    Edwin  .?aidl!cz,    Rtate  ( 

Bureau  of  L^nd  Management 

ftaaaeon. 'Montana 

Re:     Missouri   Breaks  i^nvii 

□ear  Mr.   2aidliCK: 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  :iquare  Butte  Grazing 

Association  wish  to  comment  on  the  ebovB   rsview 
,nd  advT.se   that  they  are  in   -igriBment  with  the  rauitiple- 
ise  concept  but  are  against   strictly  recreational  use   or 
he  non-uac  idea. 
'th«r  points  they  wish   to  mention  are; 

1-  There  is  no  provisio.i  for  prairie  dog  control.  Uofs 
are  completely  d'-vaatating  some  areas  with  no  steps 
taken  to  ston  them,  b'jt  when  livestock  overgraze  an 
area  corrective  steps  are  taKen.  Some  towns  cover 
many  square  miles  ana  furnish  seed  stock  th^t  moves 
to  adjoining  private  iind. 

2-  The    color   ccdHd   maps   on   grazing   use   are   deceiving. 
They  locua   tne  attention  on  -->  small  area  of  overuse 
by  highlighting  it  in  a  bright  color  and  then  fatllng 

to  the  good  use  areas   in  gray.      This  doesn't  do   Justice 
to  the   woll  managed  areas  and  no   special  effort   Is  made 
to  show    thp  good  areas.      This  is  a  nsKative  approach 
which  can  give  the   impression  the   whole  area   is  bejnc 
abused. 

3-  The  map    (Table  2-lu)   shows  our  ranRs  at  a  static  trend. 
We  hive  been  taking  steps   (including  early  withdrawal 
of  livestock)    to  improve  our  range  and  have   been 
succesaiul  in  doing  so.     We  have  been  observing  our 
range  as  e  group  and  through  a  resident  Manager  for 
ten  cuntinuous  years  ana  have  monitored   the  dry  years 
carefully.      Uur  relationship  with  the  BLM  In  xhls  effort 
has   b*!en   very   fiood. 


cc:  Larry  Calvert 


.  frond 
Socrcxary 

Big  Timber,    Montana 
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RESPOMSE  TO  SQUARE  BUTTE  GRAZING  ASSOCIATIOM 
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See  responsu  1 

1224 

We  assume  that  this  comment  refers  to  Map  2-5  in  the  DSS.   The 
3cal«  of  the  maps  used  in  the  DES  did  not  allow  the  mapping  at 
cange  condition  for  all  allotments  included  in  the  proposed 
action.   This  information  is  mapped  in  each  individual  allotment 
management  plan.   Because  Map  2-5  van    somewhat  misleading,  it 
should  be  deleted  from  the  DES.   Sue  the  response  i 


1223 

Precipitation  during  1376  and  1977  was  substantially  below  normal 
over  moat  oi  the  area.   This  was  also  the  period  when  most  of  tho 
existing  allotment  management  plans  were  evaluated.   Under  thaa* 
conditions,  static  range  conditions  would  appear  to  be  satis- 
factory.  If,  however,  static  conditions  continue  over  a  .seriao 
of  favorable  precipitation  years,  then  it  would  appear  that  « 
change  in  management  is  indicated. 


Hd  hava  alio  reviewed  the  stacewac  for  ita  dtacuaalon  of  hlBtocle  and 

archeoloBical  rcoourccs.   Wc  note  the  citenalvc  work  In  idenclfylng 
Eheoc  rcDourcca,  particularl/  orcheoloalcol  altea,  thtough  Che  use  of 
predictive  aurveys  for  tha  planning  units.  In  general,  we  agree  ultb  th 
ruconcacndaClona  for  future  BLM  action.  Including  mitigation  plans  for 
historic  unti  UEcheologicnl  resources.  Houever,  He  believe  the  statement 


uHHlon  in  Chapcet  2,   including  Tablas 

□rcuClan   Is  needed   on  a rcheo logical 

Bite  deooltlcB  and  varlatlooa   In  d 

ensity  nSBOclnced  ulth  environmental 

foctom.      The   South  Bearpaw  PlannI 

ng  Unit    (P,U.)    wao   the   only  unit  naa- 

pl«d  In  environmentally  detenoincC 

fltrata;   the  ruuultoat  viicying 

density  information  Hhould  be  uBeC 

In   planning   further  prajecc-apeclf Ic 

higlwr  hUb  density  In  grasslands  here 

<1.Z3)   IH  «uBR'^"tiv.^;  "■!  olnht  ask 

for  cunple,  whether  HcCoac   F.U.'a 

hiBher  density  of  Bites   (3.73)   is 

correlated  with  the  high  percentage  of 

rolling  grDBBland  In  the  unit   (sec 

maps  1-3  and  2-4). 

d,  and  if  possible.   Included  la  the 

final  scatement  on  site   locationu 

.n  rclntion   to  water   resouiCBS.      It   Is 

obvious   that    fliTwlnB  voter,    IntErm 

.Ltenc    Ktreans,   and   springs   are   cruclol 

als;    these  are  aroau   that  will  have 

d  llvcfltock  trofflpllag.     Provisions  for 

cinlty  of  new  proponed  stnck  untur 

;  only   for  th«  Impacts  of  the  roservolti 

themselves,   but  also  for  the  Incre 

aaes  In  ntock  traffic  la  the  vicinity  of 

Tlic   tiniil.  Htatenent  should  include 

reaulcB  of  any  additional  archeologlcal 

on  work,   further  in£orm.tIon  chat  might 

B   of   livestock   trampling  or  nrcheologlca 

flluatlon  of  Che  nignlflcance  of  already 

dcJtcrlptlon  of   the   BLM  requlrcmcnco   for 

"dctiilled   site   invcntorlcu   .    .    .   P 

rlor  CO  lalilHtioa  of  ground  disturbance 

.   .    ."   <3-25). 

Robert  J.  Arkina 


Uniied  Siaics  Deparimc-nl  of  ihe  Inierlor 

HERITAGB  CONSERVATION  AND  RECHEATION  SKRVIGE 
MID<;0NT1NENT  REGtON 
DENVER,  COLORADO    HOME 


To: 

Scaco  Director,  Bureau  oi  land  Hanageaenc, 
Blllloga,  HonCsna 

rrool 

AanlBtant   Regional  Director,    Und   Uoe  Cootdlnacloo 

Subject: 

In  the  Hlssonri  Bruaku  af  Moneano 

The   final  stntcracnt  should  recoKnlzn  tho  existence  of  uIk  potential  aud 
two  dcDlgnatod  National  Natural  Laadmarka  which  are  located  within  or 
adjacent   to  ocveral  of   the  ollotmcntB  being  ciinflldercd   in   this  documunS 

,  Eagle 


.uJe 


Thr^e  of  Che  poSontial  Landmurku  (White  Cliffs  of  the  Mlant 
Rock,  and  Cathedral  Rock)  are  lucQted  along  the  Missouri  Rl 
portions  of  Allotnr.ncu  983B,  9653,  6215,  and  9839.   The  UL  Bond  and 
ChatlcE  H,  Ruasell  Notloruil  Wildlife  Hcfuge«  arc  potential  Landmarks 
adjacent  to  nuiucrous  allotoents.  Square  Butte,  which  Includes  Allotment 
97S3,  has  been  recommended  as  a  landmark.  The  Kell  Cre^k  and  Bug  Creek 
Fossil  Areas  are  the  two  doalgnaced  Idndmarke.   The  bouodarlea  of  the 
ttell  Creek  Fossil  Area  cncoopasu  all  of  JZill,   R37E,  and  the  eastern  half 
of  T21N.  R36E  (portions  of  AllocmanCH  2211.  20B5.  2342.  and  2020).  The 
Hue  Creek  Fosall  Area  la  within  the  Charlea  M.  HuBseli  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  but  adjucent  to  Allotment  2058.   We  trcoimand  that  the  final  atate- 
ocnt  doocrlbe  the  Inpactn,  If  any,  on  these  dealgnatcd  and  potential 
LandmirkB  which  will  result  frcmi  imp  1  omen  tat  Ion  of  the  nelectod  grating 
^manageiaent  plan. 

Two  areas  on  the  Missouri  River  which  have  been  developed  with  mstchinB 
assistance  frcm  the  Laad  and  Water  Conservation  fund  appear  to  be  located 
within  grazlns  allotmentB.  These  aroau  arc: 

tlon  31,  T.  23  K. ,  R. 


DevelopDent  costs  for  both  slceu  Included  fencing,  ao  that  grazing  I 
probably  excluded  from  the  recreation  areas.  However,  if  the  neleEC 
plan  vlll  affect  thcsa  slEos,   the  Impacts  should  be  described  in  the 
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The  propoaed  grazing  management  program  is  not  expected  to  havc 
a  significant  impact  on  the  six  potential  National  Natural  Land- 
marks.  The  White  Cliffs  of  the  Missouri,  Eagle  Rock,  and 
Cathedral  Rock  are  within  the  Upper  Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic 
River,  in  a  segment  classified  as  wild.   Therefore,  protection 
of  these  scenic  resources  under  the  mandates  of  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  will  occur  regardless  oE  future  designations. 
BLM  has  no  administrative  responsibility  for  the  chatles  M. 
BussBll  or  U.L.  Bend  National  Wildlife  Refuges  {including  the 
Bug  Creek  Fossil  Area)  and  no  portions  of  the  proposal  would 
jeopardize  designation  of  the  areas  as  National  Natural  Land- 
marks.  Square  Butte  is  an  existing  BLM  Outstanding  Natural  Area 
being  studied  for  potential  wilderness  status  (see  pages  2-66 
and  3-31  of  the  DES) .   This  area  is  provided  management  protec- 
tion bcoauEe  o£  its  existing  designation. 

Three  of  tho  four  allotment  manageinent  plans  (AMPs)  in  the  vicin- 
ity of  the  Hell  Creek  Fossil  Area  include  no  proposals  for  range 
improvamanta .   The  McDonald  AMP  (#2211)  proposes  one  mile  of 

11,  and  five  miles  of  water  pipeline.   Because  of 
e  of  the  ground  disturbance  involved  in  the  range 
[3.7  acres),  the  Hell  Creek  Fossil  Area  (nearly 
would  not  be  significantly  impacted  by  the  proposal. 
page  A-27  of  the  DBS  for  the  procedures  used  for 
*'";ally  significant  fossils. 


tho  small  bX: 
improvements 
35,000  acres 
See  item  11, 
areas  with  sc. 


The  Slaughter  River  State  Campsite  and  tho  Cow  Island  Landing  ; 
recreation  isites  administered  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Fist 
and  Game.  Both  areas  are  excluded  from  livestock  grazing.  Tht 
proposed  action  will  have  no  significant  effect  on  these  aroaa. 
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The  sampling- type  archaeological 
with  the  exception  of  the  Hisaou 
systematic  inventories  done  in  tl 
there  was  total  lack  of  informat 
tationa  of  the  outcome  of  the  in' 
I  the  scattered  public  ownership 


entories  in  tho  ES  area  wore, 
iver  bottomlands,  tho  Eicst 
portion  of  Montana.   Thus, 
on  which  to  base  any  expec- 
ories.   A  further  complication 

_  _   , , ^  _.f  the  lands  any  distance  from 

the  Missouri  Breaks  proper.   Map  1-3,  following  page  1-B,  shows 
tho  landforms  present  in  the  ES  area  and  the  extent  outside  of 
the  riverhreaJcs;  and  Map  2-22,  following  page  2-B6,  shows  the 
scattered  nature  of  public  land  ownership. 
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The  almost  total  lock  of  previous  cultural  information  frc 
area  prevented  a  more  aophistiaated  sample  design.  The  rt 
of  the  inventories  indicated  a  quite  low  site  density.  Tt 
scattered  nature  of  public  land  ownership  made  it  impossit 
adequately  inventory  all  environmental  zones.  Thus,  not  c 
Che  BLM  unable  to  tie  differential  site  density  to 
VQciabloB,  but  the  scattered  nature  of  the  population  from  which 
the  sample  was  drawn  introduced  a  aituation  where  the  variance 
around  mean  values  was  high  (Table  K-.15  on  page  a-Jll  .  This  is 
particularly  true  of  an  eovironTnentaJ  variable  oriented  around 
permanent  water  sourcas.  It  was  a  major  factor  in  Euroflmsrican 
settlement  of  the  area,  putting  most  of  the  permanent  water 
1  private  ownership,  and  thus  not  invuntoried. 

be  changed  [i.e.,  low 

further   sampling 
itory  including 
although   tho 


Bocau.ie  some  situations  in  this  urea  c 
site  density  and  scattered  public  land 
inventory  of   public   land    is   no"'   "»■-■---'" 


jnfidei 


practical.      One    planning   i 

lid   have   required   a    110»    sampli 
■al   within   104   of    the  mean   sitt 

cost  effet 


Therefore,  it  was  felt  that  the 
asaoscing  particular  impacts  would  be  an  intensive  inventory  of 
the  impacted  area  for  each  range  improvement  project,  and  this 
was  suqgasted  as  part  of  the  impact  mit.igatinq  procedures 
detailoa  In  chapter  ■) .   The  sampling  inventory  did  project,  in 
a  general  way,  the  range  of  site  types  and  the  size  of  such 
sites.   Most  sites  could  thus  be  avoided  by  the  relatively  smal] 
aiied  range  improvement  projects  which,  themselves,  are  easily 
shifted  in  location.   Although  this  solution  will  probably  not 
add  the  amount  of  new  information  to  the  record  that  a  more 
systematic  overall  inventory  would,  it  was  deemed  effective  as  i 
means  of  avoiding  impacts,  and  therefore  sufficient. 

Only  the  25  spring  developments  are  centered 
historically  permanent  water  sources.   The  n 

ments  ara  designed  to  either  tap  underground  warcr  aoutces  ur 
surface  runoff.   Specific  inventoriaa  of  such  improvements  in 
other  areas  of  Montana  have  not  irdlootod  significantly  high  site 
densities.   However,  BLM  plans  to  Inventory  the  total  area  of 
impact  which  would  include  a  larger  area  than  the  exact  conatiuc- 
tion  zone,  to  account  for  such  impacts  as  cattle  trampling, 
special  cara  would  be  taken  to  look  at  the  area  surrounding 
spring  improvomenta. 


iop- 


Moatano  Stiiie  Director 

^^^  North  3£nd  Street 
p.  0.  Box  ;0107 
BillinEc  Mt.   59107 


I>ear  Qontlaoan: 

Tiio  ForgUB  County  Conccj-vati 
ra»ori(is  no  action  in  regard  to  t 
Broajis.      We  voulrt  Ilka  to  Eoc  n   c 


I  DiBtrict  would  lUte  to  fio  on  r«eord  ao 

t  Uraft  EIS  on  graning  in  Honlftna'a  Hiaaourl 

itinuation  of  \.\\e  present  pros:™^- 
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Plowing  and  seeding  is  proposed  only  in  aroas  where  insufficient 
desirable  forage  plants  exist  and  natural  revegetation  and  inten- 
sive grazing  management  cannot  raise  or  restore  range  oonaition 
to  satisfQCtory  levels.   Introduced  species  may  be  used  In  some 
of  these  seedings.   An  interdigciplinary  team,  including  range, 
wildlife,  and  watershed  specialists  would  be  involved  :' 
planning  of  such  actions.   See  responGC  to  comment  )1. 


1  the 
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See  response  1 


I  comments  #1,  #257,  and  *276. 


BLM  recognizes  tho  importance  of  properly  managing  sage  grousu 
and  other  wildlife  and  will  take  every  reasonable  precaution  to 
prevent  sage  grouse  or  any  other  species  from  becoming  cndangeired- 
See  response  to  comments  #1  and  (123. 
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See  response  to  comment  it95  regarding  gro 
the  Upper  Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic  River, 
improvemcnto  included  in  the  allotment  ma 
carefully  reviewed  against  the  management 
for  the  rlv«rway. 


;ing  management  along 

All  proposed  range 
lagement  plonS  have  been 
objectives  establ ished 
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BLH  will  cooperate  with  users  who  wish  to  purchase  federal  forage 
for  animals  which  were  indigenous  to  the  area.  Special  grazing 
permits  may  be  issued  at  the  discrscion  of  the  authorised  officer 
and  have  been  iaauod  in  at  least  two  cases  within  the  ES  area.  A 
Change  in  class  of  livestock  from  cattle  to  buffalo  or  the  construc- 
tion of  a  buffalo  fence  would  require  an  environmental  assessniont 
report  to  be  completed.  Such  things  as  the  impact  of  the  buffalo 
fence  on  wildlife  populations  or  the  lack  of  i 
resulting  in  problems  to  neighboring  operatior 
prior  to  a  decision  for  such  a  change  in  uae. 


Mr.  Sa  Zaldlici,  Stata  Di 
Bureau  of  Land  '^nagoaont 
P.O.   Box  30157 
BlllmKa,  Montana   59107 


Dear  Mr.   Zaldllci: 

RoBdlng  ths  draft,  It  bucoaaa  very  cla 
and  personnol  for  tha  B.L.K.  I  raallz 
looking  for  inora  oonoy,  but  to  wrlta  a 


ir  that  R  In  aiona  bI  gettins  noro  oonoy 
I  that  all  govoraiient  bureaus  ara  alNa^a 
slatonant  such  sa  this,  for  tha  purpose  of 


doM)  grading  tha  praaant  B.L.H,  and  ranchar  managaoent  of  the  range,   throwe  a  vary 
bad  light  on  both.     The  EI5  draft  atataa,  that  In  tha  area  atudiad,  most  of  the 
range  Mas  In  oxoollent  to  good  coaditioa,   but  deteriorating.     How  can  this  ba? 
Tba  range  has  been  uadar  the  ptvaant  muuigenanC   for  tbe  p»Dt  20  to  35  yoars,   hov 
did  It  get  In  exoeUont  to  good  condition  to  start  with?     We  have  been  In  this 
area  since  1953  and  have  seen  good  and  had  years,  ana  the  range  has  continued  to 
laprovo  by  uho  building  of  fencaa,   resorvoirB,  and  good  livestock  graalng  practleea, 
1  ao  not  going  to  bo  ao  blina  as  to  any  tnal  the  range  doeon'l  nood  mora  inprovaisont, 
for  it  does,   but  to  give  such  a  gloosT-  outlook  on  tbe  fora^a  and  soils  la  not  tnia. 
Vei7  llttla  ranp.e  inprovamants  have  been  auds  in  the  past,  four  /ears,  unions  tho 
penilttee  was  in  an  A.M. P.   prograa,   because  of  so  called  lack  of  funds.     If  the 
permittee  wanted  to  do  range  inproveaent  hinsoif,   pornits  and  ouch  had  to  be  obtained, 
wbioh  took  so  long,  Boat  did  not  gat  dona. 


ruisf..taer 
I  somo  allotment 


1,   tnere  must   oo  a  one   poreent  gonoral  stocking  rote  cut,   on 
n  more.     Through  the  aotllng  up  of  A.M. P. 'a,  intontilMO  range 
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The  red  areas  on  Map  2-13  are  Visual  Hesourcc  Management  ClasE 
areas.  Class  I  areas  are  designated  by  law  or  regulation  for 
some  form  of  landscape  protection.  Thia  includes  the  segments 
the  Uppar  Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic  River  classified  as  "wild" 
aocordaneo  with  tho  criteria  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act. 
River  aogments  classified  as  "scenic"  fall  into  Claau  II.  BOt 
classes  establish  protection  of  scenery  quality  an  a  high  pric 
management  goal. 


Fort  Pack  Game  Bnnga  Cotmaittee  r'"  ,  'r  t 

Jordan,  Montana  59337  '^*'=o  Z  of  J 

nanagamant,  and  Isprovamanta  by  the  B.1..M.,  through  Bwro  nonay  and  pernonnol,  tho 

draft  ppoJootH  by  the  year  2000,  aU  will  be  weU  on<!  good  again.  The  parmittses 

must  taka  this  atoofcing  rata  out  on  hio  incooa,  waiting  for  Congreea  to  give  money 

to  tha  B.L.H.  to  build  fanees,  resorvolri,  drill  wella  and  make  otnor  range 

laproveoanta,  which  I  personally  don't  balioTo  ia  forthcoming  at  thia  tlw,  due  to 

inflntion  and  with  Congreaa  and  tba  ProalOont  baing  so  tax  ard  apandi.ig  eooBcious. 

I  ballavo  tho  range  taproTamsnto  ohould  coma  as  the  funding  does,  not  out  Wio 

stocking  rate  .ind  then  wait  for  the  funding. 

"a.M.P.'b  to  bo  set  up  en  the  permits  olong  the  C.M.R.  National  Oame  Range  cannot 
bo  made  workable,  vdthout  sooa  agraaaant  >dth  the  Flah  and  Wildlife  Sarviee  on 
standardization  of  tho  stocking  ratos  on  each  side  of  ■  sap  dra«n  line.  At  tha 
praaent  tluD,  the  permit  holdora  are  forced  to  deal  with  B.1..H.,  which  is  a 
multiple  use  type  Banagenant  with  ono  Blocking  rate,  and  Flnh  and  WlldLife 
Sorvico,  "hioh  la  a  einjlo  use  progroa  of  wlldUfo  with  Uvaatock  grazing  no  a 
tool  to  harvoot  extra  forage,  at  another  atocfcing  rate.  Due  to  tha  rough  terroln 
of  tho  area  along  tho  C.M.R.  boundary,  feaelng  and  maintainlns  the  fancas  nould 
bo  iBpooBibla.  With  the  praaant  Flah  and  WHdiifo  Service  poUcios,  it  is 
unaeonomlcal  for  tho  permit  holders  to  put  monay  into  rango  Improvamento  on 
A.K.P.  pasturoa  containing  Pieh  ana  Wlldldfo  Servles  lands. 

In  the  past  JO   yaare,  I  have  aeon  a  great  boom  in  all  ulidlifo  and  watorl'owl 
population.  In  tho  past  10  years,  I  nave  eean  ths  gaae  and  game  bird  population 
drastically  rodueod  bacause  of  hoavy  Hunting  and  predator  preaauras.  Tho  habitat 
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and  rorae*  an  itUl  in  ■bundutc*.     K)  Matlon  «s  uda  la  Um  dnft  ■ 
of  thau  pr«dator».     I  lava  naaa  coyoUg  kill  fuU  graHD  (ta«r  and  antalopa, 
turlcva,   aa,'^  groiiM  and  pintail.     I  tura  M«n  coyoUs  and  fox  ravaga  th«  MDta 
of  nU  kinds  of  birda  and  utorroal,  not  coiwtlnjt  tha  ItlUlng  of  doiM«tlc 
linstock,  both  young  and  adiUt.     1*i»n  plannina  ranee  and  habitat  laprovaaant, 
the  control  of  t.b«*a  prooatera  sboiUd  b«  tokon  into  BDnaidoratlon.     Th»»« 
predators  cvuwl  b«  aUjnMti  to  liva  end  nulLipl/  uacontroliad  on  B.L.M.  mx\e»d 
landa,  as  thaj  do  on  tba  C.H.H.   Uational  Can*  Range.     Along  tba  saaa  Una,  th* 
prairie  dog  aust  be  also  cantroLUd. 

The  ranch  butldlnga,   pomir-  and  telephono  llnea,  roads  and  fenoat,  ar*  aU  slgM 
of  prospoaa.     Shoidjig  to  Ifta  -orid,   that  poopio  Uva  and  uork  hare  to  faad  their 
faoillaa  tiod  to  help  feed  the  rent  Of  the  nation,   to  pay  taxaa  and  in  general 
help  Kaap  tha  nation  noting.     They  are  ttwr*  to  ihow  the  wrlO,   that  tba  people 
DO  tho  ran^e  are  taiildare,   not  dettroTere.     Wwn  people  build  in  tha  citlea, 
that  ia  eiaied  good  progreee.     Way  ia  it,   Mmd  ranch  builaingu  and  such  are  bidit 
on  the  range,  tnla  ia  dlatraetijig  rraa  the  »le«rf 

IteapeetfiUij  aiibmltted. 
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r:iE"crf,yiSTORIC   PRESERVATION   OFFICE 

zBVJanTM  Roberts  street  •  (4oei  449-«5m  -  helena.  Montana  soeoi 


Hay  1,   1079 

Edwin  ZKidlicK 

St»t«   Director 

Bureau   of   Land   Haaaseoient 

322  K.    32nd  St. 

P.O.    Box   30157 

Billlnca,   irr     59107 

Deu-  Mr.   Zaldltcz: 

Thajik   you   for   the   opportunity   to   review   tbe   draft   statement 
on  "Grazing;  Unnagemont   In   tbe  Uisaourl  Broakfi  of  Uonttuia". 
It   is  a  good  study  and  will  be  qulto  useful  as  a  reference 
on  cultural   resource  somplins  lor  large  areas. 

Approxlnately  500  pruhistortc  sites  and  23  historic  aitsa 
have  been  identilied,  includine  7  historic  sites  which  are 
liuted  on  the  National  Etecister.  Up  to  5,000  prehistoric 
sites  EB&y  be  expected  to  exist   in   the  Ulssouri  Breaks  area. 

Althouch  the  study  does  not  deaionBtrata  compliance  with 
Executive  Order   11593,    It  does  dononstrate   that  DLH  has 
taken  steps   towards  completing  Its  obligations.     There  is 
a  tlemorandisa  of  UnderstandiiK  between  the  Advisory  Couocll 
and  the  BLU  which   is  being  negotiated;    this  agreenent  will 
take  tho  BLH  closer  to  meetlag   its  roaponsibllltlea. 

A   copy   of   Che   Itemoranduin  should  be   included   in   the   final   ES. 

Sini^^lyv- 


ion  Officer 


RESPONSE  TO  THE  FORT  PECK  GAME  RAWflE  COMHITTEE 
t23S 

We  certainly  recognize  that  there  has  boon  substantial  iiaprova- 
mant  during  the  past  !C  to  25  yoars  as   you  have  stated.   This  has 
been  the  result  of  better  gcaiing  management  practices  along  with 
project  development  such  as  fences  and  reservoirs.   There  is,  as 
you  note,  much  more  that  could  be  done.   Alternative  A  aaaumea, 
I  further  range  improvement  projects  or  bettor 


!  to  comments  153  and  159. 


'   coimnent    $141. 


1236 

See   response   I 

f237 

We  recognize  the  difficulty  faced  by  livestock  operators  who 
operate  on  BLM  land  adjacent  to  tho  Charles  M   Russell  Nation; 
Wildlife  Refuge.   Additional  coordination  between  the  operatoi 
the  BLM,  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  occur  prior 
to  implementation  of  AMPs  along  the  boundari* 
comment  123. 


RESPONSE  TO  THE  HOHTAMA  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY 


t240 

The  proposed  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  which  will  be  between  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  two  other  parties,  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  National  Conference  of 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officers,  ia  included  as  part  of 
these  public  comments  (see  response  to  comment  (1295),   When  the 
agreement  becomes  final,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will 
comply  with  its  terms.   The  Bureau  has  already  coraroicted  in  this 
document  {see  page  4-2  and  Appendix  3,  page  A-27)  to  a  course  of 
action  which  would  comply  with  implementation  stipulations  in  th< 
Jicmorandun  of  Agreejnent,  namely  an  intensive  inventory  of  each 
range  improvement  involving  land  disturbance,  and  compliance 
with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  for 
sites  which  would  bo  Impacted  by  the  land  disturbance. 


tsponse  to 


see  response  to  coaments  »3,  14,  and  IS. 

f239 

See  response  to  comment  150. 
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Rsn  ABn»  CbKHB 

lielcDH,  MontBU     59601 

,\prll  30,  1979 


Mr.    Edwin  Ealdllcz,    SCaCo  DLreccn 
Bureau  at   Land  HjnBBemenC 
Federal  Building  -  122  No.   32riil  £ 
F.   0,    BOX   301S7 
BlllLngi,   Montaoa      591-07 
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:tfiod.  The  disappointing  xCature 
luggeitB  little,  if  any,  wildlife  i 
tn  Indication  of  the  extent  of  par: 
preparation  of  this  Draft  ES. 
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'«!    elk,   . 


Mr.    Edula  Zaldllc 

Page   3 

April  30,    1979 
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proposed   for  ploulng  and  aaeding, 
PaSii  1-1,   1-2  and     Tables   1-1  h  1.2 

legal,    licensed  and/or  pomltted  uic  at   the  vegetation.      Vfhat 
cons Idorat iDD    iB   given  to   Illegal,    unlicensed  or   unpcmitted   ueeT 
Uuu  are   these    illegal  uses  accouotod    for    Ln   the  calculations?    in 
the  projected  progr^T      What   contingency   Is   planned   for   those  user* 
who  do  not   follow  the  program  outlloed   in  the  proposed  action.     This 
particular  oeeurrence   li  not  addreaaod  in  the  ES.     Can  tho  public 
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Pago  l-l  and  Table  1-5 
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Mr.   Edwin  Zaidllez 
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April  30 
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habitat  anyplace  but   in  Region  Six.  Other  errors   found  oi 

later   under  "specific   comments."      We  are  disappointed   thai 

distribution  InCotmflclon  provioed  by  our  Departnient  has  bi 
dloplnyod   In  the  iS  naps. 

We  request  that   tho  BUI  Inform  anyone  who  has   sorioun   Interest  in  rha  ES  wildlife 
<d  to   the  wildlife  maps  nnw  available  at  all  Fish  and  Gntno  Regional 
Tho   197&  mnpn  used  by  BLM  personnel   in  the  preparation  of  thia 
icon  revised  and  updated  during   the   post   several  months.       (The 
.£   1978  caused  sooo  le-evaluaclon  of  many  lones  used  by  antelope 
and  deer  during  severe  condielona.)     Wo  suggest  your  personnel  raviaw  our  re- 
vised data  before   the  final   ES   is  written. 

SPECIF te  COMKEItTS 

Page    t   -   Sumnofv   of   Bnvifannental    inpaeti 
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Mt.   Gdtfln  Zaidllci 

Page  A 

i«.rH   30,    1979 

Tin;  water  developments  will   no  doubt    encourage   livestock  to  use 

Invortant  wildlife  habitat   that   they  pravlously  had  not  uHod,      If 

the   vegetation   in   the    Individual   use   paBCutna   Is   allowed    to  b« 

fully  used  each  year,   many  of  the  wildlife  speclca  will  bo  aeuecaly 

«ZS2 

iiegiitlvoly  affected.     Since  none  of  tho  wildlife  apeelea   are 

dependent  on  developed  water  sources,    U    l---  obvious   tho  water  develop- 

ments  are  solely    for   livestock  with    the    Idea   that    the   vEgetOtloa  will 

be    improved. 

r  "Current    livestock  allocation    Uv<^U  were   ,;acln.ated   to  be  appronl- 

mately  30  percent   of   the  annual   vegetation  growth    in  the   cnugh 

tarrain   ,,,    and  40  percent   on  the  more   gently  rolling  rungelands." 

Howovor,    referring   to  Appendix  4, licensed  use    (LU)   divided  by 

nvotage  potential   forage    (APF)    -  uClUiation    (luultipllod  by    100 

•quale   percent).      The    first    12   eocrles   average   71   pBteimt  and   ranga 

from  34    to   lOD  percent.      Tl^ete  are   over  20   entries  where   tha   lUoaated 

grailng  use  exceeds   tbe  avorago  potuntlal  forage. 

■the  values  of   30  percent  and  iO  percent    (plalnii)  may  also  bo  mla- 

loadlnp.     Calculations  used  to  determine  these   figures  apparently 

<ltZi2 

only    took   into  consideration  the  pemltied  or  authoriied  usee   of   the 

vflgetatlon.     The  Inference  ihot   70  percent  ood  00  percent  of  tho 

total   forage  remains   for  wildUle   is  not  exactly  correct  since 

forage  not    utlllicd  by  permitted  stock   is   divided  annng  ulldlifc, 

watorahcd   and   other  usei    aablc  Al-1,    P.    A6) .      The  benefits   of    resid- 

ual herbage  to  wildlife  habitat  and  watershed  protection  are    loat    li . 

the   total   of   the  AOM's   of  three   or  more   pastures   la   removed    from  the 

It  ZS4 
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.7,  Table  1-3 
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3.1.     "Any  foraee  laccuaooi   ...   ihould  b*  DBdc  available  to  ulldllfu. 
This   li  chaoBed  1"  =*■<,  MTP  doclalon  to  "allocoto  a  proportion  of  Ehu 
iDcreaEc  Co  wildlife  hflblcuc."     Also,   uader  Reoourco  Trodo-offs 
"pQEClona  will  be  allocaced  to  wlldUfo."     Hou  is   the  portion  to  be 
decemlned?"  ^— ~. 
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Cottonwood  reproduction  along  the  river.  It  1 
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-    popu- 


10  data  u»d)  was  bucka  only.  Obviously,  !0  peroe 
:ion  (coluom  C)  wann't  harvesti^d.  Tuoncy  percenC 
rveatud  might  be  a  somculiJic  high,  buc  more  raasonabl,:  asBumpCloo. 
Lb  would  mtiim  chat  Che  buck  scffient  of  ch.i  population  wao  18,500. 
ice  buckQ  genuir«Uy  make  up  about  15-ZO  percent  of  the  population, 
.s  would  actually  provide  a  popuUcion  oucliiiace  of  92,500-123  500 
:al  deet.  Although  cheat  figures  may  be  closer  Co  actu.il  pnpula- 
>n  levels,  they  are  scill  highly  queaclonablc.  Hopefully,  the 
lur  dntn  and  analysiu  In  thla  ES   docs  not   follow  cho  same  pattern. 
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ipparent  axanplc  of  "nUtlubBUng."  It  tetm 
Int!  Sfound  occurs  in  sasa  grouse  ooahablc 
■e  importanc  to  wildllfo. 


Paragraph  bcgiimlng  with  "With  the  sxcopcton  of  M.D.. 
huBtable  wildlife  species  In  the  ES  area  arc  either  s 
fncroaEe,"  since  all  populaclono  have  a  hunting  seas 
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Paragraph  3  -  The  scatetnenc  Chat  perlDdlcnlly  grazed  vegetation  is 
lore  vigorous  and  thus  bottnr  uucarsliad  ground  cover  needs  to  bo 
lorificd.  Ovurgrailng  vegecatlon,  even  If  done  periodically,  la 


.-f  How  will 
'*t^Bro«i<m  e 


J    five  perccnc   decline    In 


[Tables    2-9    -   Do   elk,    deer,    .ind   nntulopi; 
perceoc   o£   Che    forage  producud    In   Chu  a 


Parngraphs   7,    8  fi  9   and  Table   2-11   -  Are    livf.Btock   che  only 

Uaccd  plane  species  have  value  to  Hlldllfe?     Were   chcr.c  valuus 
considered  for  wildlife? 


le  wildlife  spnclcs  oec 
ir  optimum  for  public 
when  UvenCock  forage  use 
lument  seealngly  rclego 
flubopt Imum   levels , 
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1   ChlB    ES.      For   oxanplc,    in   Ehc   cnsc  cf  anCelop« 
and  sage  grouse,   no  mention  it  madu  of  goals  or  pocentlalE   for 
wildllfo,   only  for  liveaieek  graEtng, 

Page  2-26 

Mule  dear  -  ftrsc  paragraph 

"Sagebrush  manipulations  hnve  reduci>d  nule  deer  habitat."     Uc  ngrnn. 

Fnge  2-28,  Table  2-12 

'the  mile  deer  population  on  the  US  area  is  estimated  at  IS, $00  dnov. 
It  is  noted  chac  this  figure  la  not  endorsed  by  the  Hencana  Qepartmcnc 
f  Fish  and  Came,  but  Chat  the  SLM  biologlsc  EbcLs  Ic  Is  a  reasonable 
BCimate.  If  uc  ucrc  to  proceed  on  the  assumption  Chat  Che  cutlJiuit- 
Ing  technique  is  valid,  Che  population  estimate  would  aciU  be  (;cuiis- 
ly  lo  error,   tiuaclng  for  mule  deer  In  this  area  during  11)76  and  1977 


Mr.  Cdwln  Zaidllca 
Page  a 

.^p^i^  30,    1979 


'   Che    large  mong-Cypc   sagebrush   atunds    inC 

Inl 

loK   nceessarily  hinoficlnl    co  wildlife.      T 

IS   fewer   and    fewer  with   the   continued   sprn 

irlvaCK    lands;    the   temalning   InrEo   sCands 

mild 

winter  ureas    for  antelope   or  sago  grouse. 

(Sp 

Any    aagebrush  control   should   follow  the   r 

nr  BL.1  -  Flah  and  Came   Sagebrush  Ecology  S 

Cudy 

water  deve 

opmcntB  should  be 

Deparcuenc 

of   Fish   nnd   Game 

Ore  Is  ions 

hould  b.,  mode  on 

yenrs    Impl 

anoncaclon  clm.^   is 

and   Cone  b 

ologises   CO   look 

tnenocondtun 

of  undurs tend log) 

fEnd 


lologlsc  Bfcor  Che  AMF'a  are  In  hand 
1  Individual  dewnlopmonc  basis.  Fou 
:qo  short  for  MonCan.n  Department  of 
;  all  SOIH  development  sites   (as  per 


1  poragraph  "any  loBg-cacm  area  wide  Increase  from  forngi 
id  built-ta  wildlife  eonalderaclons  would  be  undececcabU 
J  an  Inereaau  in  available  forage  and  a  resultant  change 
niimbara.  Any  significant  improvement  in  wildlife  hobito 
'  '        ■     .ugh    loc 


isibllley  of  0 


"detectable 


jrth  paragraph  -  Refers  to  proposed  vegetaCli 
f  Coulee  Allotment  ..."and  almost  all  of  the 
raying   io   nithcr  crucial  winter  habltnc    for  ! 


rat  wildlife  spcclci 


I  trentment  on  the 
irea  B.:hedulud  for 
ige  grouse  or  hlgli 

rea  of  Its  apparent 
>  strongly  opposed  co 
1  good  example  of  lack 
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Kt.  Eduln  Zaldllcz 

Post  9 

April  30,    1979 


iDoroaoa   In  ylldllfe  niunb 

dlNCrLbuclon  of  hoy  habit 

I    in    locnl   populotion  numbe 


;cCcd  downward   c 


Sharp-tailed  Crounr. 

Decislona  on  important  wildlife  aiei 
grouoe  brecdiog  E^ounds,  should  be  i 
ed  cimc  and  man  poupi,  known  leks  ai 
liika .  LacaEtonn  of  uhorp-Called  gri 
Wiaifrad  (H^p  2-10)  acc  ii 
Grounds. 


ChCG 


cd  on  occurrence  of  prairie 
th  care.  Because  of  llmit- 
limnl    pardon   o£    the  UcSuai 

s  actually  sage  grouse 


Page  3-30  i.  21 

WaCcrfowI 


One   aspect   that  has   bEen   ignored    in   the  dlscuBaion  on  waterfowl 
production  ia   that   lupcovemcne  of  vrgctoCion  conditions  around 
existing  stock  reservoice  ahsuld    imptavn   chE  wsCcrahcd,    reduce   th 
amount  a£  surfaco  run-off  and  soil  erosiCFO,   and  eai:renpondln6l.y  x 
du<:e  the  omDunt  at  Elltecion  and   turbidity  within  the  reservoii: 
itself.     A  reduction  in  turbidity  and  subsequent  development  of 
aquatic  plant  CDimiunitles  and   Invurtcbrncn  populations  would  banc 
nostlng  duoka  prltnarily  during  the  brood  rcntinE  stage.     Trends  o 
served   last   suranicr   (1978)   In  thia  area  during  the  July  antelope 
flights  wun   thixt  ponds  with  good  water  clarity  had  a  greater  numb 
of  broods   aaaocluced  with   ehcm. 


Siiromarv  of   Impacts   to  midlife,   fir 


Hr.   Edwin  ZaldlicE 

Page   11 

April  30,    1979 

page  S-12 

#289 

Any  plan  which  would  dtascically  cutback   Uveotock  use   tAUomatlvea 
B&C)    is   unacciiptoblc.      Hueh   Inporcant  wildllfu  hnblKat   occurs   on 
private   land,     with   the  high  price  of  cattle,   operotorB  are  more 
likely  to  overgEfliE  their  own  landfl   than  cut  back  caEtle  numbers. 
Wildlife  habitat  would  be  udvcrsely  affectod,   und  transferrins  this 
affect   Eo  private   land  does  nac  moke  It  any  more  acceptable. 

Page  B-17 

Alternative  C.   narflarnoh   nhr^.t 

would  b«    to  stock  only   at    the    {AUM)    level   of   the   pastur.;;.   being 

tfZaof'^'"'  "ss^tstton   in  any  year  should  not  bo  used  over  SO  paroont.   and 
[pittas   in  many  instances,    to  provide  vcBctaClon  for  wildUEo. 

Although   the   land  oanagerE  can  establish  vegetation  managemunt  systems 
any  way   they  dcBlre,   it  appoors   she  option  Chcy  have  chosen  1h   for  a 
single  use. 

[■age  B-21 

Last  paragraph  under  Wildlife 

Mb   stronEly   favor    theiic  riparian  habitat   enhancpraont   objectives. 

Pose   S-Z2 

(livestuck  fornac  maximization,)    l,-,  unacceptable   from  the  wildlife 
standpoint   for  reasons  already  statrd. 

Sage  A- 6 

jtToif^'^^  thei;e  any  places  or  allotuiento  whore  liveecnclt  use  wae   changed 
*29ll^t:o  benefit  ulJdUfo? 

Page  A-26 

Numbers  5  and  6. 

#292 

"Total  allowable  fl.ixlbilicy  would  noc  <i;(ceed  15  parcant  o£  the 
carrying  capacity"  and  "Tnnporary  non-renewabla  llcanHes  would  be 
issued."     This   demonstratea  one  of  the  reasons  rcnt-roSation  Isn't 
working.     The   last  sentence   In  chts  section  snya   it  right:      "Grazing 

Mr.   Edwin  Zaidllci 
Page  10 

April  30,    1979 

statement  on  P.   3-16,   third  paraaraph  undnr  Hildlitc,   where  "any 
lonB-EiTTii  orcnwide   increase  from  forage  Increases  and  bullc-in- 
|^wlldll£e  considerations  would  be  undetectable." 

Pug=  3-2fl 

Huntini!,   third  oaracraph. 

*'284 

(road  building.   Eactlc  Kvnrds,   etc.)  but   fails   to  address  the 
problem  of  private   land  cloiiure   limiting  access   to  public   land. 

P.-ige   3-2S                                                                                                                                                                                                           1 

'Last  sentence   in  flr.ii:   tolumn                                                                                                                       1 

#285 

The  551  miles   of  new   fences   could  nffcet    the   elk  managEmenC    program.                                               1 
We  .ilrcady  get   complaints    from  ranchers   about    elk  dnmnBc   to    tcnccs                                                   1 
and   this  would   aurcly  aggravate  the  problem.                                                                                          1 

Page  4-4 

Flr.Ht   pnrBBraph,    ncoond   column 

"about  the  only  w.iy  to  pre.icrve  values     (of  riparian  hablnata)   Is   to 
fence    the   area  ofe    from  grazing."     We  nurc.' . 

'"•'' 

^Under  WlldUfE.    second   sentence 

#286 

Statement   that:     "Anticipated  forage   IncccaBus   could   Incroaon 
seueral  wlldlltu  Dopulntlono  as  much  as  6  oercent."   is  meaninaless. 

r  Under  Wildlife 

*2e7      statement    eoncernloa    feiitorncion   ol    antelope  habitat.      This    ia 
impractical    if  noti    lAposslble. 

Page  a- I 

'' ALtemativu  A 

#268 

The  only   real  potentlBl  bcnotlt    the  proposed  action  has    over   this 
alternative    (no  change)    la    that,    by  dcUncflting  AMP's    it   allows    for 
management   of   Htoalier  areas   baaerl   nn   the   needs    of   the   smaller  areas. 
In  ninnv  areaa .    adequate  moQltorlnc   ol   CreKponii    livestock  and  adequate 
penalelce   foi  trespaas    llvcatock  wnuld   lmprnv«   ranKe  cnnditlon    to  a 
^  dnairable  level. 

Mr.    Edwin  Znldlii; 

Page    12 

April   30,    1979 
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#241 

As  discussed  on  page  1-11  of  the  DES,  all  318  allotirient  manage- 
ment plans  contain  both  general  and  specific  objectivos.   These 
objectives  include-  such  items  as  range  condJ-tion,  ept-cios  compo- 
sition, and  forage  cover,  as  well  ao  objectives  relating  to 
watershed  and  wildlife  benefits.   Objectives  for  each  specific 
AMP  were  not  presented  in  their. entirety  because,  without  the 
entire  AMP  file  and  its  supportive  information,  the  objectives 
themselves  would  be  difficult  to  undnrstand.   The  objectives 
presented  on  page  1-11  of  the  DES  are  provided  only  as  examples. 
Each  AMP  file  is  available  £or  review  in  the  respective  BLM 
Resource  Area  OEfices. 

As  shown  on  Tabic  1-1  (page  1-2  of  the  DES)  and  as  discussed  in 
the  LiveEtock  Forage  Allocation  section  on  page  1-1,  i' 
mated  that  60-70*  of  the  annual  vegetation  production 
allocated  to  watershed,  wildlife,  and  other  oonsuiaptii 
consumptive  uaes.  As  stated  on  page  l-ll.  this  level  of  alloca- 
tion will  continue  for  future  forage  increases  except  in  sensitive 
areas  as  identified  in  individual  management  framework  plans.   In 
addition,  on  page  1-B,  the  following  general  management  frameworX 
plan  decisions  are  presented: 


3.1 


;  and  : 


^erdii 


After  allotment  management  plan  evol 

plinory  reviews  indicate  that  increases  in  forage  production 
have  occurred,  allocate  a  proportion  o£  the  increase  to 
wildlife  habitat. 

Increases  in  vegetation  will  be  allocated  in  the  best  interests 
of  all  resources.   AS  a  guide  all  vegetation  will  be  alloooted 
to  watershed  until  soils  are  stabilized  to  a  satisfactory 
condition  as  determined  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  review. 
Then,  allooato  no  more  than  504  of  the  total  vegetative 
increases  to  livestock  after  the  watershed  has  been  stabil- 
ised to  the  greatest  extent  possible. 


1242 


:  for  the  BLH  and  the  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife 
single  management  plan  which  includes 


Service  to  preo; —  _ j--  j . 

Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  the  public  lands 
encompassed  by  tho  Missouri  Breaks  environmental  stateraent. 
Allotment  management  plans  along  the  refuge  boundary  will  not  be 
implemented  without  close  coordination  with  the  affected  live- 
stock Operators  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Where 
specific  resource  objectives  are  compatible  on  the  refuge  and 


Kaps  of  general  mule  deer  wintering  areas  were  not  available  for 
nuch  of  the  ES  area  and  in  most  cases  the  areas  bo  designated 
were  too  large  to  be  useful  In  any  deciaionntalcing  process. 
Inclusion  of  general  wintering  areas  would  have  added  to  th 
already  confusing  nature  of  the  naps. 

The  availability  of  updated  Department  of  Fiah  and  Game  maps  will 
be  uaeful  during  implementation  of  the  final  action  proposed. 
The  interdiaoipllnary  review  of  amps  prior  to  implementation  will 
include  analysis  of  the  moat  current  information  available  on  the 
location  of  important  wildlife  habitats. 

1245 

During  the  early  development  of  acme  of  the  management  framework 
plans  and  again  when  Hits   draft  of  this  ES  was  InitlaCcd,  the 
Montana  Departwent  of  Fish  and  Game  was  contacted  verbally  and 
asked  to  assist  with  the  estimation  of  big  game  populations.  The 
agency  was  unwilling,  however,  to  participate  in  any  effort  to 
etnas   up  with  estimates  of  wildlif>  ~ 


Tho  Montana  Department  of  Fiah  and  Game,  in  criticizing  the  pro- 
posed forage  alloeatlona  to  livestock  on  the  one  hand,  and  yet 
refusing  to  cooperate  In  doveloping  objective  population  data  by 
which  to  estimate  the  needs  of  wildlife  on  the  other  hand,  appears 
to  give  more  weight  to  self-preservation  through  political  means 
than  to  the  protection  of  state  owned  resources  through  sound 
management  practices. 

The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game's  policy  on  this  matter  munt 
change  in  the  near  future.   Accurate  wildlife  population  and 
forage  requirement  estlmatea  will  be  necessary  in  the  four  re- 
maining range  management  impact  statements  to  bo  completed  in 
Montana  in  the  next  aoveral  years.   The  cooperation  of  the 
Department  of  Pish  and  Game  will  bo  necessary  if  proper  alloca- 
tions to  wildlife  are  to  be  made- 


»246 

The  environmental  statement  area  Illustrated 
as  a  basis  for  further  mapping  in  the  deb  wai 
county  art;a  which  included  all  CKifiting,  rev: 
AMPs;  all  non-AMP  lands  (formally  called  cut 
all  unallotted  lands.  Environmental  statemi 
provided  the  general  limits  for  the  analysi: 


in  Map  1-1  and  used 
s  defini5d  aa  the  nine 
ised,  and  proposed 
todial  lands) :  and 
nt  area  delineation 
included  in  the  DES. 


adjacent  BLM  lands,  cooperative  grazing  management  will  be 
sought.  Rowevor,  because  of  different  legislative  mandates  for 
management  of  the  lands  under  the  two  jurisdictions,  it  may  be 
necessary  to  physically  separate  the  jurisdictions  in  selected 
areas.   This  would  be  done  only  where  specific  resource  objec- 
tives between  the  two  agencies  differ  and  cooperative  efforts 
will  not  accommodate  the  objectives  of  the  respective  agencies. 
When  the  refuge  management  plan  is  complete  in  mid-19B0  and 
specific  management  goals  are  identified  by  location  on  the 
refuge,  additional  cooperation  between  the  two  agencies  can  take 
place  on  detailed  management  activities, 

#243 

BLM  Resource  Area  biologists  participated  in  the  interdisciplinary 
reviews  of  the  allotment  management  plans  which  formed  the  basis 
for  the  proposed  action.   Highly  qualified  BLH  state  and  district 
office  wildlife  biologists  were  an  integral  part  of  the  effort 
to  prepare  this  ES.   Examination  of  tho  unit  resource  analyses 
and  management  framework  plans  covering  the  ES  area  will  reveal 
that  virtually  all  available  wildlife  information  for  the  area  was 
conRiflered-   The  fact  that  parts  of  the  proposed  action  affect 
wildlife  does  not  indicate  a  lack  of  consideration  for  wildlife 
in  the  multiple  use  decisionmaking  process. 


See  response 


)  comment  1245. 


«244 

The  winter  concentration  area  east  of  the  Judith  Mountains  was 
mislabeled  "non-habitat"  due  to  an  inadvertent  map  transcription 

east  of  Christina  are  shown  on  Map  2-8  as  transcribed  directly 
from  the  Department  of  Pish  and  Game  1974  overlays. 

Although  the  elk  habitat  designations  on  Map  2-9  are  confusing, 
the  solution  is  not  as  -simple  as  indicated.   For  eyample,  north 
of  the  Charles  K.  Russell  Hational  Wildlife  Refuge,  BU^  Resource 
Area  maps  showed  th&  distribution  and  location  of  high  value 
yearlong  habitat.   However,  for  that  area  neither  the  BLM  nor 
the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  maps  contain  information  en 
wintering  areas.   In  the  western  part  of  the  ES  area.,  elk 
concentration  areas  during  aavere  winters  and  other  habitat 
designations  were  available  on  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
overlays  in  greater  detail  than  on  BLM  maps  because  of  the 
scarcity  of  BLH  lands  in  that  area.   The  difficulty  resulted  from 
combining  two  sets  of  related  but  not  identically  categorized  map 
data.   It  is  hoped  that  coordination  of  mapping  efforts  between 
the  two  agencies  will  avoid  such  problems  in  the  future. 


The  availablity  of  funds  for  the  manpower  needed  to  implement  the 
proposed  action  will  be  a  critical  factor  in  the  decisionmaking 
process.   If  the  necessary  funding  is  not  forthcoming  or  is  reduced, 
the  level  of  implementation  would  be  reduced  proportionately. 


Supplement  No.  1  to  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the 
BLH  and  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  will  be  adhered  to.  Also 
see  response  to  comment  HI. 

t249 

No  considerations  in  the  calculations  which  determine  livestock 
use  levels  are  given  to  illegal,  unlicensed  or  unpermitted  use  as 
there  is  no  way  of  determining  a  meaningful  figure  for  such  use. 
All  administrative  and  trespass  matters  will  be  per  BLM  erasing 
Administration  and  Trespass  Rugulations  which  became  effective  on 
August  4,  197B.   As  discussed  under  Implementation  on  page  1-23 
of  the  DES,  an  additional  20  range  technician  positions  are 
proposed  and  a  large  portion  of  their  time  would  be  concerned 
with  range  use  supervision. 

#250 

Concern  for  the  adverse  impacts  on  wildlife  of  new  reservoirs 
constructed  within  tho  rivorbreaks  landform  is  valid  and  will  be 
carefully  considered  in  all  decisions  regarding  the  implementa- 
tion of  AMPS.   All  proposed  water  developments  will  receive  close 
scrutiny  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  Including  a  wildlife  biologi; 
prior  to  implementation.   See  mitigating  measure  »7  on  page  4-1 
of  the  DES. 


11251 

Not  all  313  AMPs  propose  rest  rotation  grazing  systems.   As 
discussed  on  page  1-13,  Bl  AMPs  propose  rest  rotation  systems. 
Seven  AMPs  bordering  tho  Charles  m.  Russell  National  wildlife 
Pcfugc  include  rest  rotation  grazing  systems.   As  discussed  on 
page  1-11,  on  an  allotment  basis  approximately  BO*  of  the  key 
forage  species  would  be  used  by  livestock.   It  would  be  iinpossi 
however,  to  assure  501  use  of  Individual  plants  or  preferred 
sites.   As  Hormay  (1970)  states: 


—54- 


*.  .  .assumption  th&t  plants  esn  be  graxed  to  a  proper  level 
through  regulation  of  stocKLng  is  unrealiatic  because  of  the 
gracing  habits  o£  livestock.   Livestock  graie  the  range 
aelectivoly,  by  spoeios  and  areas.   They  consistently  graze 
the  more  palatable  plants  and  accessible  areas  closely  and, 
invafinhly,  beyond  proper-use  level.   The  pattern  of  uae  ia 
very  uneven,  but  much  the  same  from  year  to  year,   planta 
grazed  closely  one  year  tend  to  be  grazed  clotiely  Che  next. 
So  under  continuous  grazing  at  any  stocking  level,  the  more 
palatable  and  accessible  plants  arc  gradually  hilled  out. 
Livestock  than  graze  on  less  desirable  plants.   This  proceaa 
leads  progressively  to  ever  enlarging  areas  of  deterioration. 
Unfortunately,  the  beat  plants  and  best  grazing  sites  are 
destroyed  first." 

t2S2 

Ke  believe  that  Improved  vegetative  cont*,tiona  will  tm   realized 
at  about  sot  allowable  use  of  usable  forage  species,  in  conjunc- 
tion with  properly  designed  grazing  inanagcment  systems.   Thl8 
means  that  the  vegetation  in  the  individual  use  pastures  would 
not  be  fully  used  every  year.   Improved  range  condition  resulting 
from  improved  livestock  management  provides  benefits  to  watershed, 
wildlife,  recreation,  and  visual  resources. 

1253 

The  formula  for  utilization  used  in  the  comment  is  incorrect. 
The  average  potential  forage  is  livestock  forage  and  not  total 
potential  forage.  Appendix  1  and  in  particular  page  A-6,  explains 
the  methodology  used  to  derive  the  figures  of  30*  allocation  of 
livestock  forage  for  the  rivorbroaks  landform  and  40i  allocation 
for  the  rolling  plains  landform.   Note  that  the  total  annual 
production  potential  for  each  range  site  was  multiplied  by  the 
percent  of  usable  livestock  forage  and  then  multiplied  by  So»  on 
the  assumption  that  this  is  an  average  livestock  utilization 

The  footnotes  at  the  end  of  Appendix  4  and  mitigating  measures  on 
page  A-l  discuss  and  make  csconunendatlons  for  those  31  allotments 
where  livestock  forage  projections  in  the  AMPo  do  not  agree  with 
potential  livestock  forage  projections  from  soil  Survey  plus  MHB 
Stocking  Guides. 

There  is  no  inference  that  70%  and  604  of  the  total  forage  remains 
for  wildlife.   Table  Al-1,  page  A-7  of  the  OES,  states  that  these 
allocation  levels  are  for  wildlife,  watershed,  and  othoc  uses. 
This  is  also  shown  in  the  text  on  Table  1-1  where  it  states  that 
the  allocation  of  annual  vegetation  production  on  public  lands 
within  AMP  areas  for  watershed,  wildlife,  and  other  consumptive 
and  non- consumptive  uses  ia  60-70%. 


1257 

Sagebrush  spraying,  which  is  addrosaed  in  paragraph  2. a  on   page 
1-8  of  the  DES,  will  be  done  in  accordance  with  Supplement  Mo.  1 
of  the  Heraocandum  of  Understanding  between  BLH  and  the  Department 
Although  wildlife  will  in  every  case  be  given  significant  con- 
sideration, the  multiple  use  decision  will  not  alwaya  be  that 
action  which  haa  the  least  adverse  affect  on  wildlife  habitat. 


The  monitoring  of  sage  grouse  and  antelope  winter  habitat  is 
currently  done  cooperatively  by  the  Department  of  Pish  and  CaoM 
and  ELM.   Sea  response  to  cotoment  1257. 

1259 

Table  1-3  is  an  example  which  is  used  to  explain  the  Bureau  plan- 
ning oyatem.   The  MPP  (Step  1)  recommendations  such  as  the  2  3 
wildlife  rocommondation  you  refer  to  are  made  by  each  specialist 
for  his  resource  (such  as  wildlife,  range,  archaeology,  watershed, 
and  recreation)  with  a  single  use  perspective,  i.e.,  to  maximize 
that  resource.   The  MFP  decisions  are  made  by  management  personnel 
and  weigh  all  recommendations  and  resource  tradeoffs  in  a  multiple 
uae  context.   Seldom  does  any  single  use  or  special  Interest 
■---■---J  potential  allocation. 


loive  the  maxii 


1260 

The  current  level  of  allocation  (see  response  to  comment  12531 
would  continue  for  future  forage  increases  except  in  sensitive 
areas  as  identified  in  individual  management  framework  plans 
sensitive  areas  generally  refer  to  locations  with  erosion  proble, 
The  allocation  of  annual  vegetation  production  on  public  lands 
within  AMP  areas  for  watershed,  wildlife,  and  other  conaumptiv. 
and  non-consumptive  uses  is  60-70%  (see  Appendijr  i  in  eh*  npci 


[  1  in  the  DES) . 


1261 

See  response  to  comment  I2<1. 

I2G2 

Illustrations  of  all  range  improvements  which  could  be  readily 
^.^''^r'',''^  photograph  or  drawings  were  included  in  Chapter  1  or 
S^"?   ^'   ««?9nizing  the  controversial  nature  of  sagebrush 
S  i  ti  it  ^"*''*  ^^  "  appropriate  to  include  photographs  of 


A  Slight  decline  In  range  condition  has  been  estimated,  primarily 
on  those  allotmanto  where  proper  grazing  management  oractlces 
have  not  been  implemented.   Aa  Horraay  points  out,  ■.".  .  so  under 
continuous  grazing  at  any  stocking  level,  the  more  palatable  and 
accessible  plants  are  gradually  killed  out."  The  point  is  that 
even  with  moderate  stocking,  a  need  oxlsts  to  provide  periodic 
rest  for  the  preferred  sites  so  that  improved  plant  vigor  and 
reproduction  can  be  realized  over  the  entire  range.   This  normally 
requires  some  kind  of  grazing  management  system  and  project 
development  such  aa  fences  and  water  developments. 


Beferrmont  of  livestock  grazing  until  June  I  was  suggested  in 
MFP  Stop  I  in  order  to  provide  maximum  forb  quantity  for  game  and 
nongame  consumption  in  the  spring  and  to  supplement  and  prevent 
the  trampling  of  residual  cover  for  grouse  and  waterfowl.   Sharp- 
tailed  grouse  and  sage  grouse  depend  to  a  large  degree  on  perennial 
grass  for  nesting  cover.   The  sharptail  especially  needs  a  good 
residual  grass  cover  throughout  its  mating  and  brood  rearing 
period.   This  graea  cover  ia  also  beneficial  to  nesting  waterfowl 
The  ctiteria  for  the  June  1  turn-out  are:   (a)  by  then  wild  ungu- 
lates have  had  considerable  opportunity  to  use  available  forbs  and 
there  is  enough  grass  available  to  reduce  ccrapetition  for  the 
remainder,  and  [b!  by  then  most  game  and  nongame  birds  have  pro- 
gressed far  enough  in  their  nesting  and  brood  raising  to  be 
relatively  unaffected  by  grazing, 

1255 

The  diflcusaion  referred  to  is  not  necessarily  inappropriate  since 
some  areas  of  silver  sage  in  couleee  within  the  ES  area  are  impor- 
tant wintering  areas  for  antelope  and  aage  grouse. 

1  columns  2    and  4  on  page  1-7  should  be  changed  to 

..,.,   Improve  the  vigor  in  brush  species  in  coulee 

bottoms  and  other  important  habitats  by  removal  of  livestock.  .   " 


1256 

Residual  herbaceous  cover  and  woody  cover  auch  as  sagebrush  and 
other  shrubs  Ore  discussed  in  the  planning  doeuments  for  the 
various  Reaourco  Areas.   Although  herbaceous  cover  is  very 
important,  specification  of  individual  wildlife  food  and  cover 
plants  or  plant  groups  would  provide  inappropriate  detail  for  a 
summary  of  Management  Framoworfc  Plana. 


A  final  management  plan  for  the  Upper  Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  was  approved  by  the  BL«  State  Director  on  October  20,  197B. 
There  are  six  existing,  three  revised,  and  eighteen  proposed 
allotment  management  plans  with  all  or  portions  of  their  pastures 
within  the  management  corridor  for  the  rlverway.   Each  AMP  was 
carefully  reviewed  against  the  management  objectives  established 
for  the  river way. 

The  discussion  on  page  1-27  of  the  draft  environmental  statement 
which  refers  to  Specific  management  objectives  for  livestock 
grazing  within  "wild  segments"  of  the  river  should  be  deleted. 
It  should  be  replaced  with  a   discussion  of  resource  objectives 
included  in  AMPs  along  the  riverway  and  a  discussion  of  grazing 
management  related  objectives  for  the  wild,  scenic,  and  recrea- 
tional river  segments.   See  Part  2  for  the  language  to  be  added. 

12(4 

Captain  Lewis  (1B05}  described  the  trees  in  his  Journal  when  he 
stated  "there  is  now  no  timber  on  the  hills,  and  only  a  few 
scattering  eottonwood  ash,  boxelder,  and  willows  to  be  seen  along 
the  river."   It  is  a  description  that  remains  apt  today.   The 
protection  and  enhancement  of  eottonwood  groves  on  the  river  is 
an  objective  of  the  Upper  Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Manage- 
ment Plan,   The  plan  includes  exclusion  of  livestock  on  small 
tracts  of  public  land  to  determine  if  auch  use  is  the  limiting 
factor.   There  is  disagreement  in  many  quartetf 
factors  for  eottonwood  regeneration  along  the  i 
believe  that  the  river  itself  [flooding  and  erosion  on  tn 
plains  and  spring  ice  breakup}  is  the  dominant  influence. 


1  the  lii  .  __ 
1  flood 


f265 

Overgrazing  is  not  propoeod.   The  sentence  referred  to  on  page 

"Periodically  (emphasis  added)  grazed  vegetation  has 


been  found  I 


)  be  more  vigo r o ui 


Trend  plots  will  give  a  data  base  for  changes  in  erosion  condi- 
tion.  In  addition,  periodic  scrutiny  of  the  overall  area  by 
resource  specialista  would  surface  localized  erosion  acceleration 
attributable  to  livestook- 

1267 

See  response  to  comment  #253  for  a  diacuaslon  of  forage  availa- 
bility for  wildlife.   Soil  surveys  of  the  proposed  AMPs  were 
performed  by  SCS  soil  scientists  under  a  cooperative  agreement 
Mo  such  surveys  were  completed  on  existing  AMPs.   Detailed  soil 
surveys  within  the  ES  area  are  ongoing;  as  this  data  becDmes 
available,  existing  AMP  data  files  will  be  updated,   aecause  soil 
surveys  form  the  basis  for  the  estimation  of  potential  forage 
productivity,  no  such  figures  were  developed  for  existing  AMPs 
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multiple  use"  propo 


Paragraph  3  under  the  section  on 
page  2-22  states  that  it  should  be  reoogni: 
that  are  potentially  poisonous  may  be  harm: 
stancQa  and  that  some  of  these  species  aro 
livostock  and  wildlife. 


and  noxious  plants  and  Tabla  2-11  la  not 
It  is  a  portion  of  the  description  of 
and  is   based  on  existing  literature 
to  the  ES  area. 


I  noxious  plants  on 
that  many  specios 
1  under  most  □Ircum- 
.uable  forage  for 


.  fl23  and  #244  for  a  disoussion  of  the 
emphaEia  given  to  wildlife  in  the  DES  and  the  planning  documents 
upon  which  it  is  based. 

The  need  for  establishing  specific  goals  for  wildlife  populations 
is  recognized.   BLM  hopes  to  cooperate  more  successfully  with 
interested  agencies  in  this  regard  in  the  future. 

11270 

The  estimate  of  the  mule  door  population  in  the  DES  is  incorrect. 
The  data  opposite  mulo  deer  in  Table  2-12  should  read  in  columns 
A,  B,  C,  D,  and  tho  last  two  columns  respectively  8,168,  .45, 
.0^,  91,890,  92,000,  and  35,000-99,000.   On  page  2-26  in  Che 
first  .sentence  under  mulo  deer  the  estimated  population  should  be 
changed  to  read  ".  ,  .  between  85,000  and  99,000  -  -  ." 

The  purpose  of  the  estimates  referred  to  was  to  give  a   general 
idea  of  the  number  of  big  game  animals  in  the  ES  area.   The 
accuracy  of  the  estimates  is  not  critical  to  the  analysis  in 
Chapter  3. 

See  response  i 


The  commentator  is  referred  to  Habitat  Management  for  White- 
tailed  Deer,  by  the  soil  Conservation  Service  [1973)  .   See 
referenoG  on  page  R-4  of  the  DES. 


The  implementation  schedule  of  four  years  is  ambitious;  depending 
on  funding  and  manpower,  it  may  take  considerably  longer  to 
implement  all  the  AMPs.   This  would  provide  more  time  for  coor- 
dination.  However,  although  the  opportunity  will  be  provided  for 
Department  of  E'ish  and  Game  input  into  decisions  on  reservoir 
construction  and  location,  we  do  not  interpret  the  memorandum  of 
understanding  to  mean  that  each  such  project  must  be  examined  and 
approved  by  the  Department  prior  to  d   " 


1277 

See   response   to   comments    li2iS   and    f2B3. 


See 


in, 


The  prediction  of  a  small  overall  increase  in  wildlife  popul; 
tions  due  tO  improved  vegetative  conditions  as  a  result  of  tl 
proposed  action  is  admittedly  subjective.  It  assumes  that  tl 
reduction  of  some  local  populations,  for  example,  sagc  grousi 
where  sagebrush  is  controlled,  would  be  offset  by  wildlife  pt 
lation  increases  in  other  areas,  for  example,  where  rest  roti 
grazing  will  increase  the  amount  of  residual  cover  available 
waterfowl  nesting.   See  response  to  comment  #2B3. 


See  responst 


11280 

The  sentence  means  that  although  sage  grouse  populations  would  be 
reduced  locally  by  the  proposed  sagebrush  control,  other  sage 
grouse  populations  would  benefit  from  increases  in  forbs  and 
generally  improved  vegetation  conditicns  as  a  result  of  other 
parts  of  the  proposed  action. 


See  2 


■sponai 


«245. 


We  reoogniae  the  importance 
with  leks.  See  the  discus; 
and  2-33  of  the  DES. 


1  under  sagc  gri 


#272 

This  is  another  example  of  the  need  for  better  interagency 
coordination  in  the  mapping  of  wildlife  habitat.   BLM  biologists 
located  the  lek  within  the  araa  designated  non-habitat  by  the 
Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   Map  2-11  should  be  modified 
such  that  the  area  immediately  surrounding  the  lek  is  designated 
high  value  habitat.   The  actual  configuration  of  that  habitat  is 
being  mapped  by  BLM  personnel  in  Miles  City.   The  information 
obtained  will  be  given  to  the  Department's  Miles  City  Office. 


We  did  not  moan  to  imply  that  there  are 
which  are  not  given  special  management, 
should  be  deleted  since  the  information 
already  in  the  wildlife  section. 


some  huntable  populatior 
The  paragraph  in  questj 
it  attempts  to  provide  : 


■  2-afi  of  352,397  AUMs  refers  to  present  licensed 
:  lands  within  the  ES  area,  while  the  figure  of 
3  to  the  318  proposed,  revised,  and  existing 
include  the  251,000  acres  of  public  land  whioh 


Residual  forage  increases  due  to  better  distribution  of  livestock 
utilization  have  been  demonstrated  (Willard  and  Herman  1977)  ,  WC 
agree  that  no  study  in  the  ES  araa  shows  better  distribution  of 
of  wildlife  due  to  water  development.  Therefore,  the  discussion 
on  page  3-2  of  the  DES  should  be  revised  as  follows:  "Beneficial 
impacts  of  improved  livestock  dietribution,  as  further  discussed 
in  Appendix  5,  should  outweigh  ..." 


.  that  the  breaking  up  of  largo  i 
stands  into  islands  and  stringers  is  not  ni 
wildlife  is  valid.  The  last  two  sentences 
paragraph  on  page  3-9  should  be  delated. 


jnotype  sagebrush 
;:eEaarily  a   benefit  ' 
3f  the  seventh  full 


See  response  I 


il  and  1101. 


i 


The  leks  northeast  of  Winifred  were  improperly  labeled.   They 
should  be  removed  from  Map  2-10.   Most  of  them  are  already 
included  on  Map  2-11;  those  that  are  not  should  bo  added.   Somi 
additional  leks  have  been  located  since  the  DES  was  prepared! 
updated  locations  of  leks  are  available  at  BLM  Area  offices. 


The  following  paragraph  should  be  inserted  after  the  first 
pactial  paragraph  on  page  3-22: 

Improvement  of  vegetation  conditions  around  existing  Stock 
i  should  improva  the  watershed,  reduce  the  amount 
■  runoff  flnd  soil  erosion,  and  correspondingly 
;  amount  of  siltation  and  turbidity  within  the 
itself.   A  reduction  in  turdibity  and  subsequent 

development  Of  aquatic  plant  communities  and  invertebrate 

populations  would  benefit  nesting  ducks  primarily  during  the 

brood  roaring  stage. 

As  explained  in  response  to  comment  1245,  estimates  of  the  over- 
all impacts  on  wildlife  populotions  are  rough  and  ------  -->.j-  — -.. 

The  estimate  is  an  average  for  all  species.   Some 
Increase  mora  then  G* ,  others  would  increase  lesa 
decrease.   But  in  general,  there  would  be  ai 
6*.   Current  wildlife  census  techniques  and 
those  techniques  are  such  that 
in  any  game  or  non-game  populat 
table  (Weeden  1978) . 


specie! 


of  perhaps 
funds  to  carry  out 
■rage  increase  of  6t 
the  ES  area  would  be  undetec- 


4284 

It  is  true  that  in  some  areas  private  land  clOEurea  have  elimi- 
nated access  to  the  public  land.   Although  this  is  a  significant 
recreational  problem,  it  is  not  addressed  in  Chapter  3  because 
the  problem  would  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action.   It  is 
addressed,  however,  at  the  top  of  page  B-15  under  the  no  grazing 


Only  25  miles  of  fence  are  proposed  within  elk  1 
biologists  will  bo  involved  in  locating  fences  '. 
raizing  fence  maintenance. 


*2M 

See  ri 


1  »24S  and  1283- 
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It  is  agireed  that  the  rastoratior  oE  sagebrush  habitat  would  he 
iinpractical  and  unlikely.   But  it  would  not  be  imponsible  i£ 
funds  for  ahrub  transplantation  and  other  techniques  were  made 
avail(ible. 

t3S8 

See  resconso  to  commenta  §2-11  and  1249,   AMP  areas  are  Essen- 
tially delineated  (and  eKtariors  fenced)  at  the  present.   Wo 
believe  unauthorized  liveatook  use  is  more  an  occasional  local 
problem  than  a  widoapeead  problem,   BLM  has,  in  the  past  two 
years,  increasod  Cillottrdent  supervision,  including  livestock 
counts.   Public  reports  of  suspected  trespass  are  also  becoming 
more  common, 

I2S9 

BLM  cannot  allow  more  liveatook  use  than  current  available 
£orage.   The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  and  grazing 
regulations  clearly  prohibit  grazing  use  greater  than  what  can  bi 
harvested  on  a  suatainecl  yield  basiE.   The  proposed  action  recom- 
mends a  1*  reduction  in  livestock  use  on  public  lands.   This 
reduction  would  be  applied  to  69  allotmentn,  10  of  which  would 
receive  a  reduction  of  25*  or  greater.   We  believe  this  adjust- 
ment is  necessary  to  comply  with  current  laws  and  regulations. 

we  do  not  agree  that  "operators  are  more  likely  to  overgraze 
their  own  lands  than  cut  back  cattle  numbers."   They  may  be 
required  to  seek  additional  pasture  or  improve  production  of 
their  private  lands.   Most  operators  will  seldom  knowingly  over- 
graze their  private  lands  to  the  point  of  deteriorating  forage 
productivity. 


see  response  to  comments  #251  and  #253 


#291 

Yes.      The  criteria   £or  proposed  adjustments   in   e 
livestock   use   authorized   are   summarized   on   page   A-6 .      Note   that 
better  characterization  of  wildlife  requirements  was  considered, 
specific  adjustments   in  livestock  use  for  each  allotment   is  shown 
in   Appendix   4.      Season   of   use    in   many   cases   was   delayed    to   allow 


'Mr.    Eduin   Zaldlici,    Smu:   Dtrecco 
Buraau  of  Land  Kanascmcnc,   USDI 
22  Horch  32nd  Street: 
P.O.   Box  30157 
BilllnKH.   MT     59107 


We  havn   rdvlewed   nhe  draft  enviroDDencal  aCacemeat  mi  gfaaing  miiaugainenc 

.im  improBEcd  ulth  cho  specific  quancif  Icadon  of  cucpucs ,  cffuccs  and 
buckground  data. 

Two  mlnov  Itema  we  would  like  to  comment  od  are:  (1)  the  IQOO  pounds 
of  forage  per  animal  unit  month  Is  about  25  percent  higher  than  that 
defined  in  the  Society  for  Range  Manascmcnt'E  "Cloeaary  of  Tcnns  UsBd 
In  Kangc  KanQgcinCnt ;"  and  (2)  your  tunce  height  for  Bhoup  aUoOBenCfi 
Hciimy   high  uhun  compared  with    thu    c.ictie    fencen. 


ippartimlty  t 


'  your  draft  statement. 


for  more  total  vegetation  production.  Finally,  grazing  manage- 
ment aystems  were  drafted  to  help  overcome  the  harmful  effects  of 
selective  grazing  by  livestock.  All  these  and  other  actions  wore 
considered  during  the  updating  of  every  management  framework 
plan.  Further  adjustments  resulted  from  guidance  generated  from 
Chose  updated  management  framework  plans.  All  management  frame- 
work plans  and  specific  allotment  management  plana  ore  available 
at   respective   Resource   Area   Offices    for   review. 


The  Etatemont  that  graz: 
if  not  run  in  conformance 
to  the  system  or  schedule 
Because    forage   production 


ig  systems 


cannot  bo  properly  evaluated 
designed  systems  is  in  referenci 
s  from  pasture  to  pasture, 
from  year  to  year  due  to  Euch 


but  no  permanent  u3C  ia 
itil  a  grazing  cycle  is  completed 
ecord  i5  completed.   Item  7, 
icovide&  additional  detail  on 


lings  as  weather  or  grasshoppers, 
temporary  non-renewable  liconees  allows  s 
times  when  production  Is  above  or  below  c 

The  flexibility  in  proposed  AMPs 
allowed  over  carrying  capacity  u 
and  an  environmental  aaaespment 
page  A-26,  first  two  Bentences, 
flexibility, 

1293 

The  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  objects  to  Alternative  c, 
reduced  levels  Of  livestock  use,  (first  paragraph,  page  11  of  the 
April  3Q,  1979  letter)  which  is  essentially  a  wildlife  and  water- 
shed maximization  alternative.   Therefore,  the  type  of  alternative 
which  the  Oepartment  favocQ  is  not  clear. 


been  developed.   See  response  I 


:  #203. 


RESPQMSE    TQ    THE    U.S.    FOREST    SERVICE 


#294 

EBtimatas  of  forage  requirements  per  animal  unit  month  (AUH) 
range  from  700  to  1,200  pounds  depending  on  the  type  and  condi- 
tion of  the  rangeland,  condition  of  the  animals,  climate,  periods 
of  use,  etc.   Because  of  the  type  of  range  and  the  distance 
traveled  by  livestock  in  grazing  and  returning  to  water  sources 
in  the  ES  area,  a  conservative  average  estimate  of  1,000  pounds 
was  used  in  ES  calculations-   Also  see  response  to  comment  #163. 
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Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 

Preservation 


WWihlnnInn  D.C, 
20005 


Reply  ti 


P.  0.  Box  25085 
Denver,  Colorado  80225 


April  30,   1979 


Mr,   Kdwln  Znldllci 

Bureau  o£  Land  HanaEonent 
222  Worth  32r.d  ScreoC 
P.   o.   Box  30157 
Billlngii,    MnnCana  59107 


ZaiaUi 


This  la   In    roEponae   Co  youc  undated   raqueac 

the  draft  snvlronmcntal  statement   (DES)   for   the  proponed 

Hlasourl  Breaks  Brazing  mflnageiaan e  firogram  in  tentrnl  Montana. 

Pursuant  to  Its  reaponalbll.ltleH  untlar  Section  102C2HC)  of 
the  national  Envlroomeatal  Policy  Act  of  1969,   the  Advisory 
Council  On  Hlatoric  Praaervatlon  has   deternln«d   chat   Chla  DBS 
does  not  denionHtroEe  compll.inco  with  Section  106  of  the 
Notional  Historic  Preaervatlon  Act  of  1966   (16  U.S.g.   Sec. 
470f,   fto  umended.   90  Stnt-   1320).     Houpvcr,   ic  appears   that 
the  Burenu  of  Land  Manaecmmt  underatondu  Itn  reBponslbllltles 
and  will  carry  them  out   In   Che  future. 

'rhe   Coimcll  and   tho   liLH  are   in   cIih  pPncces  of   developing  n 
ftemoriindura  o£  Uodetacnndlng   for    the.  RIJI'd   Brazing   program. 
We  SLggunc  that  the  final  environmental  ntaccmeot  contain 
either  a  copy  of  the  draft  Momorandim  ai  UnderstandlnK  or  the 
executed  Momorandum  of  tlndcratanding  with  a  clear  atateoent 
of  implementation  on   the  Miasouri  Breaks  once  the.  Henraranduia 
■       A  copy  oE   the  draft  Mcmoranduii  Is  .inclnncd  for 


your  coi 

Should  you  have  any  queEtlons,  plea 
Storey  of  the  Council's  Dcovkc  aCot 
Denver,   Colorado  80225,   telephone  z, 

Sincerely,  , 

^Houle  S.  Wall 

Chief,  Western  Offlcu 
of  Review  and  Conplianee 

Enclosure 


mcuct  Brit  Allan 
P.  0.  Box  250S5, 
■   (303)   234-49*6. 


RBSPOHSE    TO    THE    RDVISQP.Y    COUNCIL   ON    HISTQHIC    PRESERVA'f IOM 

(295 

Tho   draft  Meniocaridiiiti   of   Agreement   between   the   Bureau   of   Land 
Management   and   Advisory   Council   on  Hiatoric   Pceservation,    and   the 
National   Conference   o£   State   Historic   Preservation   Officers    is 
included    in   this    BtateniFant   as   part   of   the   Advisory  Council's 

BLM   has    already  made   a   commitment   to   the   principles 

-    the   agreement,    i.e.,    to    intensively   inventory   all 

-g  range  improvements  and   to  avoid  impucts  to 

t    feasible   and   poGGlble    Ipage   4-2 


set  to: 

land  disturb. 

discovered  cultural'reaourcei 


and  Appendix  3,  page  A-Z7),   There 

with  Section  106  of  the  Notional  Historic  Prenerv 

those  National  Register  eligible  cultural  resourc 

avoided  and  could  bo  affected.   When  the  Meraorand 

becoraes    final,    its   procedures  will   be   used    to   aoci 

compliance. 


■tment  to  comply 
:ion  Act  for 
J  which  are  not 
R  of  Agreement 
iplish   that 


Pan  MO.  Ski  Ion  l< 


PKES9KVAriON 


AGENCV:  A 
ACTION;  N< 


tWlnji  (inr  nui«  imDrovrmcni  »cilui- 

11=  wnieh  Invoi™  land  dkiurhantft, 

O.3.C.   aiSi   BiiO    the    FtUeral    Land 

nnte  improvompni  proitmni  auUiorl- 
HHions  ulll  be  dosumed  to  ivola  nd- 

vlan  «  aysrem  ttai  will  Inraro  Ihnt 

COMMiWTa  DUE  April  U.  laid. 

Pfter    U.    SmiEh.    AnUnK    Dl  reel  or. 

SuiB    U  HI  one    mwemilon    Of  flier. 

18  CPR  Pan  BOD. 


wuninittfln.  D.C.  3 


s.  COfin  at  inn  pm 
Land  Mnnntcment 


nenunf  rttuUllom.  U  an 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU   OF   INDIAN   AFF 


Land  I'-faragamont 
222  J2nd  Street 
P.O.    30K  30157 
Gil  llngH,  Montana     59102 

Offico  of   tho  Aran  Director 

-ormontal    St 
"caks  of  '■•■an 

i  tha  subjRCt  grajing  manH;]wont  [ilan  a 

Mon  o(    the  proposal    wlii    r.jvo  no  edvor 


Artintr  Assistant     ArV^^ 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

nSH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

BillitiRS  Area  Office 

Federal  Building,  Rdoii  3035 

31G  North  26th  Street 

BilliiiEs,  Montana  59101 


TO:  State  Director,  BLW,   BilliJiES,  MT 

FRCM:  Area  Mnnagar,  DSFWS,  Billings,  W  (ES) 


SUBJECT:     HBi/iew  Comments  Concomii^  the  "Draft  Enviroiroental  Statement 
on  Gracing  Msnaeement  in  the  Missouri  Breaks  o£  Montana" 


We  have  reviewed  the  subject  DEIS.     The  followinE  constit 
of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 


CraziJiB  Systm 


;  the  canaents 


A  major  concem  with  tho  proposed  graiing  systems  is  tho  method  used 
to  calculate  the  available  AUM's.     The  proposed  systems  include  the  AlW's 
in  the  "rest"  pasture  as  port  of  the  annual  allocations.     In  effect,  it 
anpears  this  moans  the  rmoining  pastures  in  any  given  system  will  be 
giiiied  heavier  to  make  up  for  the  forage  that  cannot  be  gmicd  in  the  "rest 
pasture.     Inasmuch  as  the  lilM  is  using  the  concepts  of  rest  rototion.  de- 
ferred rotation  or  a  combination  of  the  two,  It  appears  as  throghthis 
□  be  ianlemented  more  consistently  with  the  associated 
sence,  "this  would  mean  not  allocating  any  forage  in  the 
Hgimay   (1970),   states,   "Under  rest-rotatjon  grazing, 
based  on  the  forage  tliat  is  produced  on  the  portion  o£ 

^_ ,3  open  for  use  each  year."     Why.  then  one  honders,   is 

the  "rest"  pasture  apparently  being  included  in  the  forage  allocation  pro- 


approach  needs 
concepts,  in  ( 
"rest"  pasture, 
stocking  rate  : 
the  range  that 


f  In  this  sa™  vein,   it  should  be  clear  whether  die  proposed  SO  percent 
**297    mijiTation  of  key  species  (see  page  l-ll,  1st  paragraph]  is  an  overall 


IbTmay,  A.!.,  1970.     Principles  of  Rest-Rotation  Grazing  and  !4J.tiple-Use 
Land  ^^anagement.    USDI,  BIM;  USQA,  USPS.     26  pp. 


It  seems  desirable  to  discuss  whether  xater  in  tne  rested  pastinres  will  be 
available  to  wildlife.     Also,  will  water  frcm  spring  develcpnents  be 
available  to  wildlife,  as  it  was  before  development  o£  the  springs? 
Further,  as  a  mitigation  measure,  why  can't  the  upper  7S  percent  of  all  or 
most  of  the  stock  ponds  be  fenced  for  wildlife?    Perhaps  in  seme  cases, 
it  might  be  appropriate  to  fence  off  entire  ponds  and  provide  watering 
fpcilities  (supplied  by  the  ponds)  "downstream".    Without  such  protection 
these  devulopments  will  be  of  little  or  no  benefit  to  ground  nesting 
^birds  including  particularly,  waterfov,-!. 

Vegetation  Manipulations 

We  question  the  adviyability  of  alterinE  some  13,000  acres  of  range- 
land  by  spraying,  contour  furrowing,  and  plowing  and  seeding.     Sago- 
brush  lands  are  disappearing  at  an  alaming  rate  due  to  their  conversion 
to  dry-land  wheat  agriculture.     Almost  10,000  acres  of  tho  13,000  acres 
constitute  important  sage  grouse  habitat  and  are  located  in  one  pasture. 
hTiat  mitigating  measures  will  be  implemented  to  insure  that  sage  grouse 
numbers  in  this  particular  area  are  not  materially  reduced?    We  do  not 
agree  with  the  conclusion  presented  on  page  3-9,  2nd  column,  2nd  paragraph, 
that  the  long  term  impact  will  be  beneficial.     On 
STOilable,  this  is  supposition  of  a  questionable 

Why  wasn't  the  possibility  of  using  fire  to  control  sagebrush  examined? 
The  use  of  fire  vnuld  not  eliminate  forbs  as  wuld  herbicides.     Fire 
would  also  leave  a  percentage  of  sage  in  the  area  treated,  whereas 
^herbicides  would  nearly  eliminate  the  sage. 


:  basis  of  information 


Ripai 


n  Areas  and  Associated  Wet  Meadows 


These  two  vegetation  tiTes  provide  inuch  of  the  critical  habitat  for  large 
wildlife  unpulates  and  for  the  successful  rearing  of  young  sage  grouse 
and  tho  progeny  of  numerous  other  wildlife  species.  As  in  most  areas  of 
the  seralarld  uest.  this  habitat  is  in  very  short  supply,  probably  constituting 
only  1  or  2  percent  of  the  total  land  area,  .Since  this  type  of  habitat  is 
so  important  to  wildlife,  couldn't  a  meaningful  attempt  be  made  to  enhance 
these  areas?  Por  example,  shouldn't  a  survey  be  made  to  detemine  the 
most  critical  areas  and  then  steps  be  taken  to  protect  these,  possibly 
j:hrough  selective  fencing? 

CONCLUSIONS 

nn  page  3-23,  it  is  predicted  that  there  will  be  an  overall  increase  of 
sin  percent  in  wildlife  nimbers  if  the  proposed  action  is  implemented.  This 
reasoning  appears  based  entirely  on  the  expected  forage  increase  resulting 
fran  the  proposed  action  and  does  not  appear  to  take  into  account  certain 
negative  factors  such  as  are  suggested  in  this  manorandum.  Furthermore, 
in  the  section  on  inpacts  to  wildlife  contained  in  pages  3-16  through 
3-21),  it  appears  that  all  these  negative  impacts  will  negate  the  benefits 
fran  increased  forage. 


I  average  of  oil  the  pastures  in  an  allotment,  including  the  rest  pasture, 
or  is  this  to  be  based  only  on  the  "use"  pastures.  If  tlie  foiraer  is  the 
I  case,  wiiat  will  the  level  of  utilization  be  on  just  the  "use"  pasture? 

Another  question  arises.  At  present,  is  there  an>'  "non-use"  being  taken 
by  any  peraittees  on  their  allotments?  If  so,  how  many  AUM's  are  involved 
and  will  the  permittees  be  forced  to  activate  these?  This  infonTiition 
is  needed  to  assess  the  airounc  of  change  to  be  expected  in  the  nave  from 
the  EKisting  situation  to  the  situation  resulting  from  the  proposed  action. 

Range  Imiirovements 

Fencing 

Cne  of  the  range  ijnprovements  included  in  the  recrarawnded  alternative  is 
constn^tion  of  S51  miles  of  stock  fence  in  order  to  implement  the  proposed 
graiing  program.    A  r('a.l  possibility  exists  that  tJds  extensive  amount 
of  fencing  could  create  problems  with  antelope  populations  in  the 
area.     This  is  especially  true  of  the  area  east  of  the  Little  Rockies. 
Curing  severe  winters,  the  antelope  move  southi-'ard  across  the  plains  and 
dov,n  into  the  Missouri  Ureaks,  across  the  ice  on  Fort  Peck  Reservoir, 
and  on  further  southward.     This  movtment  was  quite  pronounced  in  the  winters 
of  1377-78  and  1978-79,     What  would  be  the  impact  to  these  antelopcif  the 
new  fencing,  combined  with    deep  snows,  precluded  this  movement?    What  miti- 
gation measures,  siich  as  "let  down"  fences,  wauld  be  used  to  mitigate 
antelope  losses? 

Water 

Approximately  SOO  water  developments  are  proposed  to  distribute  livestock 
more  uniformly  over  the  range.  Tliis,  in  conjuction  with  improved  grazing 
management,  would  permit  a  general  ijnprovoDcnt  in  range  conditions  by^ 
reducing  utilization  in  aroa,'-,  presently  heavily  gra:ed.  However,  as  is 
pointed  out  in  the  DEIS  (page  3-16),  "TherE  is  some  indication  that  in- 
creasingly imiform  grazing  pressure  made  possible  by  water  dcvelopnent 
and  fencing  would  have  an  impact  on  many  species  of  wildlife  analogous 
to  the  impact  of  intensive  farming  on  many  small  game  popiUiiciotu.  Data 
at  present  are  insignificant  (sic)  to  conclude,  hot^ver,  that  this  problem 
would  outweigh  the  benefits  to  wildlife  of  the  proposed  action." 

Other  than  for  a  few  species  dependent  upon  aquatic  habitats,  we  feel 
that  these  water  developnonts  considered  in  conjunction  with  the  "rest" 
pasture  AIU's  that  are  to  be  allocated  to  the  "use"  pastures  could  seriously 
affect  wildlife  populations  in  the  "ES"  area.  Livestock  would  be  utili- 
zing areas  heretofore  available  only  to  wildlife.  These  impacts  appear 
to  have  been  addressed  much  too  lightly  in  the  DEIS.  Also,  if  the  impacts 
arc  nocknown,  vtcf  aren't  livt'Stock  allocations  reduced  sdnewiat  as  a 
safety  margin? 


We  are  sympathetic  with  the  desires  of  the  BLW  to  improve  range  conditions 
through  modem  management  techniques,  but  we  do  not  believe  t)ie  improve- 
ments should  be  realized  primarily  through  risks  taken  with  wildlife 
dependent  on  mul.tiple  use,  public  lands.  We  therefore  support  Alternative 
C,  with  some  modifications.  Cn  page  8-17,  lat  paragraph,  are  listed  four 
primary  methods  of  ijt^jlementing  this  alternative.  We  feel  that  only 
methods  "a"  and  ''b"  are  necessary  to  safeguard  wildlife  populations  on 
the  rest  rotation,  deferred  rotation,  and  deferred  pastui'es,  We  nould 
lite  to  see  all  four  methods  implemented,  but  realize  that  this  is  probably 
not  expedient  and  may  not  be  siqjportable  in  a  multiple  use  context. 

With  tlio  mitigation  concepts  vc  have  alluded  to  in  this  memorandun,  and 
the  implementation  of  tlie  modified  Alternative  C,  we  feel  that  wildlife 
nimbers  and  habitats  would  be  maintained  to  at  least  a  "status  quo"  level; 
possibly,  some  modest  enhancement  could  be  expected. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comnent  on  this  DEIS, 


Regional  Director,  USFli'S,  Denver,  CO  [EW) 

EC,  Washington  U.C. 

a*IR  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
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Response  to  u.s.  fish  awd  wildlife  service 


#296 

According  to  BLM  policy,  initial  stooking  rates  for  allotments  in 
good  or  excellent  condition  with  a  stable  or  improving  trend 
Should  be  based  on  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  total  allotment 
that  IS  suitable  for  livestock  use  and  allocated  for  use  by 
livestock  in  the  land  use  plan.   Initial  stocking  rates  for 
allotments  with  a  downward  trenil  in  range  condition  or  that  are 
m  fair  or  poor  condition  will 'be  baaed  on  the  forage  capacity  of 
the  portion  of  the  allotment  that  Is  Suitable  for  livestock  use, 
IS  allocated  for  livestock  use  in  the  land  use  plan,  and  is 
scheduled  for  grazing  during  that  year. 

#297 

ition  would  be  about  504  of  the  usable  live- 
I  within  the  paatures  scheduled  for  grazing. 
...^^,  .--  ..v^-.L.i.-,  Buuld  vary  from  light  to  heavy  use  duo  to  the 
selective  grazing  habitats  of  livestock,  distance  from  stock- 
water,  and  other  factors. 


The  level  of  uti 
stock  forage  spei 


the  proposed  act. 


#299 


uthorized  on  public  lands  in  the  area. 
■  insignificant  and  variable  that  a  Cabu- 
s  not  included.   Those  operators  who  may 
11  not  be  required  to  activate  it  under 


This  comment  is  important  because  there  is  potential  for  signif- 
icant losses  to  antelope  from  fencing.   If  the  new  fencing  combined 
with  deep  snows  precluded  antelope  movements,  several  hundred  or 
more  antelope  could  be  lost  during  those  years  when  severe  winters 
result  in  significant  antelope  movements.   However,  there  is 
little  information  on  the  path  of  these  migrations  and  they  appear 
to  not  follow  the  same  path  each  time  they  occur.   The  proposed 
fence  mileage,  although  large  in  absolute  terms,  is  a  very  small 
percentage  of  the  existing  fences  already  in  the  path  of  these 
migrations.   Given  the  fact  that  the  existing  fences  have  not  led 
to  the  mortality  of  large  numbers  of  migrating  antelope,  it  is 
unlikely  that  a  small  percentage  increase  in  the  amount  of  fence 
will  significantly  add  to  antelope  mortality.   Nevertheless, 
mitigating  measure  no.  7  on  page  4-1  will  be  rigorously  applied 


and  high  plains,  as  opposed  to  the  breaks  portion  of  the  ES  area. 
would  bo  prime  candidates.   It  is  recognized  that  fencing  selected 
reservoirs  is  a  viable  option  available  to  BLM?  this  option  will 
be  considered  by  the  Area  Manager  involved  during  implementation 
of  the  selected  plan. 


isponse  to  comment! 


#1  and  (276. 


For  example,  . 
there  is  suEf. 
vide  enough  [\ 

lalyzed  as  part  of  the  1: 


■ning  was  considered  as  a  possible  method  of  sage- 

Kowever,  the  methods  discussed  in  the  proposed 

sidered  to  be  more  suitable  for  the  area  in  gucstion. 

n  the  Hay  Coulee  area,  there  is  a  question  whether 

cient  vegetation  between  sagebrush  plants  to  pro- 

t.1  »=^^  ,  =„^,-=.,3fuj^  tiui:n.      Prescribed  burning  is 

■took  forage  maximization  olternative 


(page  Q-25  of  th*?  DES) 


What  this  comment  suggests  is  included  in  the  BLM  proposal.  See 
the  last  two  paragraphs  of  the  response  to  comment  #93.  Also  see 
item  4  under  Studies  and  Monitoring  Programs,  page  4-4  of  the 


(304 

Although  the  assessment  of  wildlife  impacts  is  admitte.31y  subji 
^^^Zi    ^*^,,   °"^  ooncluEion  that  while  some  species  (perhaps  mu, 
deer)  will  decrease,  other  species  (such  as  waterfowl)  will 
increase  and  in  balance  th<;  positive  benefits  from  vegetation 
enhancement  will  outweigh  the  negative  effects  of  the  proposed 
?r  J'f?"^^  ^'^'^"^  ^*-   *^  explained  in  the  third  paragraph  under 
Wildlife  on  page  3-16  of  the  DE5,  this  61  increase  in  wildlife 
IS  based  not  only  on  expected  forage  increases,  but  also  on 
improved  cover  and  general  ecological  conditions   as  well  as  s- 
specific  wildlife  considerations  generated  through  interd' 


plii 


;  #345  and  i2e3. 


with  regard  to  the  new  fences  particularly  in  the  area  east  of 
the  Little  Rooky  Mountains.   Should  site-specific  analyses  made 
Jith  mitigating  measure  no.  7  reveal  potential 
;s  between  antelope  and  fences,  appropriate  raiti- 
!  such  as  the  use  of  letdown  fences  will  be  taken. 


1  accord, 
severe  confl 


The 


'Uld  be  added  to  the  paragraph  under  Antelope  i 


A  possible  exception  would  be  during  occasional  severe 
winters  when  antelope  migrate  across  the  plains  east  of 
Little  Rockies,  southward  across  the  plains,  and  down 
into  the  Missouri  Breaks  across  the  ice  on  Fort  Peck 
Reservoir  and  on  further  southward.   If  proposed  fences 
were  in  the  path  of  this  migration,  several  hundred  or 
more  antelope  could  be  lost  in  a   given  winter.   However, 
the  fact  that  the  proposed  fences  (although  extensive 
incrementally]  are  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  exist- 
ing fences  in  the  area  and  the  fact  that  significant 
antelope  die  offs  from  fence  entanglement  have  not  been 
recorded  in  this  area  indicate  that  significant  losses 
from  the  proposed  fences  are  unlikely. 


#100  and  #250. 


#301 


In  each  ca, 
wildlife  ij 
would  also 
would  have 


fr< 


1- 


ter  developments  would  be  available  f 
pastures,   water  from  spring  developments 
lable,  and  the  tank  at  each  spring  development 
flow  and  be  equipped  with  bird  ramps.   The 
riglnal  spring  site  would  be  fenced  to  prevent  damage  from  live- 
took  and  in  some  cases,  but  net  all,  residual  water  would  be 
vailafalc  at  the  original  site  as  well  as  the  new  stock  watering 
The  proposed  action  includes  a  total  of  25  springs  [Table 
n^°  DES).   See  page  A-32  for  a  drawing  of  a  typical  si 


development. 


ng 


:ing  the  upper  portions  of  reservoirs  requires 
uiiuLiiita   or   maintenance.      The   beat   option   is    to   fence 
the   entire   reservoir   with   a  watering   tank   below   the   dam        It   ia 
correct   that   large   benefits   to   waterfowl    and   a   variety   of   other 
i-game   species   including    fish   could   be   achieved   by 

Fisheries   reservoirs   in    the   rolling 


April   29,    1979 
ct    ManBj^ar 


QUTHnu    ur    Land   ManajaiDant 
P,0,    8oi    1160 
LBwlBtg«n,     Hr      59^57 


SCaComyriC  with  particular  rofnrt 
general,  I  DuUovo  the  plan  In  c 
considaration  of  tho  Wlldllfli  fbj 
plan  Will  be  ruulaoU  If  this  doc 
multiple-uae    obH(;.itions   In    ten 


:a    to    the    impacts    an   Mildlifo, 
iractarlxad   by    sarlousl/   inadequi 
iroa.      1   stronnly   hopu    that    the 
lent    is   (;olnf;    to    approach   BLH's 
of   wildlife    on    tlio   public    lands, 
[uaoies   followsi 


-The 


now   provit 


of   dlstribucim:   cottio    into    nroua    now   occupied 
The    impacts,    particularly   on   mulo   door   habitat 
1    typo,    will   be    strontjly   adverse.       "significant 
.n   mule   deer    populations    (pat;e    ;3-lt3}    are    not    accop:.- 
1   coritains    ossontially   no    spocific   proposals    to 
habitat    in    tlia    study    ;iroa,        In    addition,    water 
join;;    to    be    advarsa    to    aharptait    crousa,     by    roducint; 

.^sJliij.:   Drtttle   uso    of   presently   unused   coulees, 
important    crousn    food    and    cover. 


-Tho   proposal    to    spray   i 
ra:a    a    wildllfo    sbandpoii 


■.no    "bunnficlal"    : 
pa^e    3-9   appears 


ily    un 
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rosult   in 

,otc.       Thp 

basic    consldorat 

on    is 

that 

aas 

produc 

tion    wi 

11    inoroas 

and   llvos 

o    for 

approa 

cli    cloa 

rly   nogloo 

s   Ktldlifa 

tauliiplo-usu    val 

OS. 

— Actt 

ans   mis 

t   be   Implo 

nontod   to   product    tho    lnto;;r 

ty   of 

riparl 

n 

,n    cno 

study    area 

Simply    a 

cknouiHdKlrii;    that 

tliuso 

101 

rnr    beiOH 

tholr    pote 

ntlal    for       irhlte- 

ailed 

daei' 

rlldlif 

>"    is   not   consistont 

Vltb    tho    BL-M's    Ob 

leati 

ovid 

,diii-« 

valuos.       A 

one   lojinauomant   pi 

n  aho 

Jld    b 

t    proto 

h,o    ES   and 

his    plan   s 
mprovomont 

lould    contain    str 

Dvlsl 

for 

habit a 

—  Cool 

sions    0 

n   Iniplomon 

atlon    of    1 

ntanalva    cratins    manaB" 

n«oi; 

a/atems 

ioado    in    t 

,o   absenoa 

of   knoHled(;o    abou 

impo 

aadi 

and    »1 

nterlni 

r    sharptai 

1    and   sacD   ixrouao 

contai 

n    lansu 

atlB    utile  h 

illDwa   ror 

modification   of   ;; 

azin^ 

syst 

am 

identif  iei 


-60— 


.HlsBoufl   Broak! 


;tio  plan  li  given 
.uncla.  I  undorsca 
.  Broaks.  Tho  pin 
iSBtl   rorago   benofl 


■OblSD 


ispasi 


id    thla    la    a    aignlfli 
-.3    will    actually    bo    raoli; 
of    thu    Chnrloi 


--Thti    impacts    oftho    proposnd    plan    on    ttiB    rnanayorai 

M.    rtuasoll    National    Wildllfo    Haraeo    are    not    disc; 

TUa    inck    of    cooperation    batWBan    tho    BLM    and    Clio    Fish    and    Wildlife 

SuTTice    posus    a    major    problem    to    tho    solution    of    tho    crazing    confUot; 

in   nortn   cnntral   Montana,    particulorlj-   with    tho   dlfforont    objoctivoa 

.--    ....    ....  ^^^    results  of    tho   aKcnclos'    failuro    to    cooparat. 


iclude<: 


-.   CHrt   boundary   foncinc   propi 
1   Eijo   wlldlifo 


It    la 


^raiititf,    local   hoatillt; 
^Ifflplomontatlon    of    this    BLM    plan    might    affoct    public    l.inda    on  "tho    CHR 


.vo   note,    I   b< 
laiiomont   of    tl- 


.blisl 


llssourl   Bra.ilcs   rant 

of    266   Allotmant   Managamont   Plana,    wt 
:    the   aran    into   units   small    enough    to   ba    Individually   raanagi 

;    niuat   bo   fleilbla    and   rnsponsive    to    tho   naads'of   wUdlifo   i 


I  also  applaud  tho  laneuaeo  on  pago  4-1  Khich  m 
biologist  and  soil  .toiontlat  will  bo  Involvud  1. 
stipulations  for  all  proposed  range  dovalommnnt 
plan  s  ovaromphasis  on  now  water  duvolopoents ,  i 
Should    be   dono    to   miti^atu    tho    advarso   wildlife 


In   ! 


I    His; 


Statement  bo  revised  to 
to  eliminatu  tho  propoaod  sagebru 
habitats,  to  consider  impucts  of 
insure    that   wildlife   will   benefit 


specific 

uri   Sreaka   Grazing   Environnontal 

number    of   now   water   dsTaloppionts , 
h   sprayine,    to    protect   rlp.irlan 
he    plan    on    the    CMR.    and    to    HonoraJ 
lanacemi 


flldlifo   populol 


wildlife 


will    I 


Thank  you  for  I 
Slnearaly, 


HUi;h  ^ackheim 
30*i  S.  6  th  E. 
Missoula,    «r   J9801 


mOMTAHA    aCfiAKTMCUr   Of   MMTURAL    KESOUftOES    «   BONSEHVMTIBH. 


"DNRC 


Mr.  Edwin  ZaltlUcz 
StatP  Director 
Rureau  of  Land  Managanient 
222  North   32nd  Strtot 
P.O.  Box  30157 
Billings,  HT      59107 

Dear  Mr.  ZaidHcz: 

The  Dspartment'E   Conservation  Districts  Division  has  reviewed  the 
Missouri  Breaks  Gracing  draft  envirormental   statement  and   Feels  the  pro- 
lagement  and  environmental   improvements  is  tioth 

Ray  Beck,   Conservation  District  Division's   range  specialist,  attended 
the  five  public  meetings  held  by  the  BLM  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  conuentE. 
A  suronari'  of  tho  comments  presented  at  the  public  meetings  and  the  BLM  re- 
sponse to  these  corments  in  the  final  environmental  statement  will   suffi- 
cientli^  elaborate  the  Department's  concerns  and  connents  on  the  draft  state- 
ment, 


Thanks  for  this  opport 


cc;     Ole  Ueland,   CDD 


lity  t 


(Jc^  UJdiJ 


RESPOMSE  TO  HUGH  ZACKHEIM 

#305 

See  response  to  comments  #101  and  (1250. 

1306 

See    response 


See   the    last   two   paragraphs   o£    the   response   t 


BLM's   planning   system   is    a   dynamic   proctiss    that   allows    the    inLi 
gration   of   new   information   as   it   is   obtained    frc 
and   other   sources . 


#140,    and    S249. 


#310 

The   impact   of    the   proposed   plan   on   tho   wildlife   oopulationH   of   the 
Charles   M.    RuBSflll   National   wildlile   Refuqe   is   a  major   considera- 
tion.     Unfortunately   analysis   of    those    impacts    is   not   feasible 
until   the   management   plan   for   the   CMR   i.=i   completed.      Completion 
of   that   plan   is   pro;)octed    for  Tnid-1980.      At.    thjt   time,    the    imple- 
mentation  of   individual   alloliments   adjacent   to   the   CMR  will   be 
carefully   coordinated   by   an    Interdisciplinary    team   that   will 
coneiaer  the  needs  of  wildlife  both  within  and  outside  of  the 
xafuga. 


•IITEO  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCV 


Ref:     8M0 

Mr.  Edwin  Zflidlicz 
State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
222  North  32nd  Street 
P.O.  Box  301B7 
BilUngs,  Montana    59107 

Dear  Mr.  ZaidHcz: 

We  have  completed  our  review  of  your  agency's  draft  environmental 
Impact  statement  on  grazing  for  the  Missouri  Breaks,  Montana.    Overall, 
we  have  found  the  EIS  to  be  a  comprehensive  effort  to  address  complex 
resource  management  problems  on  a  very  large  geographic  basis.     Our 
specific  comments  are  as  follows: 

We  support  the  BLM's  efforts  to  improve  range  conditions 
and  water  quality  as  described  in  the  EIS.     Though  natural 
erosion  processes  are  no  doubt  high  In  this  area,  much  sedi- 
mentation can  undoubtedly  be  blamed  on  less  than  optimum 
livestock  management. 

Our  principal  concern  with  your  water  quality  Improvement 
proposals  are  that  perhaps  they  do  not  go  far  enough  In 
addressing  this  Important  subject.     For  Instance,  erosion 
rates  from  the  "breaks"  area,   though  certainly  improved 
under  your  management  changes,  still  would  contribute  a 
very  large  tonnage  of  sediment  to  the  Missouri  River  and 
tributaries.    The  EIS  Is  not  clear  whether  these  rates 
could  be  further  Improved  and,  1f  not,  why?    Again,  wc 
support  your  efforts  to  Improve  water  quality  in  the  study 
area  and  would  support  even  more  extensive  programs  If 
they  are  possible. 

We  also  have  reservations  about  the  proposed  plowing/grading 
and  sagebrush  spraying  projects.     The  EIS  states  that  both 
would  have  significant  impacts  on  local  wildlife  populations 
(principally,  sage  grouse  and  mule  deer)  yet  no  clear  Idea 
of  their  benefits  is  offered.     In  our  opinion,  the  final 
EIS  should  better  explain  the  trade-offs   Involved  In  these 
proposals  In  order  for  the  reviewer  to  better  formulate 
an  opinion  on  whether  the  losses  are  worth  the  benefits. 
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The  EIS  does  not  clearly  explain  why  the  AHP's  do  not 
attempt  to  better  control   livestock  use  of  i-Jparlan  areas. 
Because  current  practices  In  this  regard  are  undoubtedly 
causing  water  quality  problons   (bank  deterioration,  etc.) 
we  recoimiend  that  the  final   EIS  more  completely  address 
and.  If  possible,  propose  Improvements  to  this  situation. 

According  to  EPA's  rating  system  for  draft  Impact  sUtements 
this  EIS  1s  rated  LO-2   (Lack  of  Objections  -  Insufficient  Information). 
The  "Lack  Of  Objections"  refers  to  our  support,  with  the  above  noted 
reservations,  of  a  program  that  should  lead  to  envlro mental   Improvement. 
The  Insufficient  Information  refers  to  the  above  request  for  clarification 
of  certain  aspects  of  your  plan. 


>SJncerely  yo*-s, 
Arin  Merson 


Regional  Administrator 


DEPARTMENT    OF    THE    ARMY 
iV  U.S.  nOIT  OFFICE  AMD  COUSTHDUSG 


Hr.  Bdvla  Zaldllci, 
State  Director, 
Bureau,  of  Load  Haaageneilt 
222  Hortli  3a  Street 
P.O.  BOX  30157 
BUllngB,   ttont&na     ^910? 

Dear  Mr.   Zttldllci; 


e  opportualty  to  revlev  thla  dociment. 
Slncorely, 


RESPONSE  TO  THE  ENVIROM.'^EHTAL  PRQTECTIOM  AGENCY 


S311 


The  vast  raaJQrity  of  orOEiOii  in  eh«  Missouri  Brea 
natural  geologic  erosion.   Improvement  under  management  is  limitec 
by  staep  slopu  and  heavy  clay  aoil  material  with  extreme  shrink- 
swell  properties  worsened  by  entremely  high  sodium  content.   Raw 
shale  and  sandstone  rock  outcrops  are  common.  While  improved 
livestock  management  would  increase  vegetation  cover  within  the 
Missouri  Breiiks  area,  the  overall  reduction  In  sediment  yield, 
duo  in  no  small  part  to  channel  erosion,  would  be  fairly  nominal, 


J  comments  II  and  S97. 


Under  continuous  seasonlong  gr 

zing,  most  riparian  areas  receive 

little  rest  Erotn  livostock  use 

The  proposed  amps  have  been 

designed  to  improve  vegetation 

cover  to  help  control  accelerated 

erosion-   Various  grazing  syst 

ma  and  seasonal  use  designations 

have  been  proposed  to  help  ove 

come  the  harmful  effects  oE  selco 

tive  grazing  by  livestock. 

We  have  demonstrated  graiing  system  capability  in  thickening 
herbaceous  vegetation  cover  of  riparian  areas,  in  connection  with 

Item  -1  (page  'J-'l)  in  Chapter  i    of  the  DES  indicates  that  an 
inventory  of  riparian  habitats  and  their  importance  to  wildlife 
will  be  completed  within  two  years  following  issuance  of  the 
final  environmental  statement.   This  inventory  and  the  actions 
flowing  from  it  would  likely  improve  water  quality  values  beyond 
improvements  provided  by  the  establishment  of  graiing  systems. 


Also  i 


!  response  I 


3199  and  »Z64. 


OMAHA   OIS-mlCT  COHHEHTS 

DSATT  ENVmONHEHTU,  STATEMENT 

HISSOlffll  EHKAKS 


Pl-1  -  The   BtBted  purpooe  of  the  erazlng  nanagenent  plan  la  prinarlly  the 
improTcnont  or  Htubilliatlon  of  rnngc  eonditlona.     A  Becoadary  purpose  ia 
provlitlon  or  livcatock  forage  for  dependent  uaoro,  protoetlon  of  vnterahed 
values,   protection  of  wlldliro   habitat,    aad  nateBMariinB  of  other 
enrlroncDntnJ,  value  a .     However,  throughout  the  DES  It  vDuld  appoor  thot 
the  protectloa  nrd  Increase  of  erazlng  for  depeadent  users  In  the 
prlncip&l  Intent  of  the  MimagBineiit  Framev^rk  Pliuis. 

Pl-lS,  Hsp  l-'i  -  Much  of  tho  area  proposed  foi-  Aliotment  Managanent  Plena 
(AMP)   la  in  proximity  of  the  MInoourl  Hlver  and  the  many  tributaplea  of 
the  river.     The  report  doea  not  indicate  tiou  slltatlon  qnd  deeradAtlon 
of  these  uatera  ulll  bo  prevsnted.     Uhere  existing  AHP's  abut  Corps  land, 
vtutt  has  been  the  documented  affect  of  livestock  penetrstion  to  the  vater 
^dy  itseir  vhere  fenelns  la  non-eilstenti 

Pl-17  -  J'isure  1-3  states 

lES  area.      Thia   figure  is  not  conaiate 
'VDlra  mentioned  tbrouRbout  the  text. 


P1-H3,  Table  1-6  -  Kourteen  percent 

management  progxam  Id  to  be  homo  b 

by  tho  FoderBl  Oovernneot. 

YD  operator  cost   sharing  arrangenantB .      The  la«  or 

vhlch  cost  ibaring  arrangements  are  based  should  b 


Pl-23  Benefit/Cost  Analysis  -  No  dioc 
oDtinatlon  Bcthodology.      I'ho  DES   ifl   d 
estimated  beneflta  are  not   dlaCuBSed, 
production,   lover  operator  co 
rate  assumed,  or  of  the  proje 
and  over  iriilch  benoflts  aro  o 
asalnit  vhat  costsT     No  dincu 
chorsed  to  the  operator 


be  basil   for  Toderal 
reEulatloaa  upon 
mentioned  md  dlocuaaed. 


1  the  b 


leftt 


t  life  0 


in  that  the  nature  of  the 
they  due  to  incronuod  liveaboo 

which  costn  are  anortlied 
lod  to  Mcruo.      Wliat  beneflta  ore  matehBd 
ID   ia  proaented  concerning  the  fooa 
Saaalng  of  their  liveotoclc  on  Federal 
,ated  that  the  plan  vill  authorize  ItOO  operator!  to  graze  □□ 
1,973,035  aorea  of  public  lands  and  they  will  harvest  about  as't.l'Ol 
AUM'a   (Animal  Oolt  Month)    of  forage  annually.      15113   nmounta   to  on  average 
of  736  AUH'a  per  operation.     Page  3-31  states  that     SlO.Oii  la  an  eBtimate 
of  the  market  value  of  on  AITM.      Aro  oporotom   pajing  in  the  neighborhood 
of  this  aaoulib? 

P2_3  _  oeologlc  erosion  throughout  DES  area,  espe<:lally  tn  the  riverbreaks 

■m,   is  aggravated  by  soil  conpoction  by  llvcotock  traiopllng. 
He  reduced  water  infiltration  reouito  In  less  water  for  plant  growth 
and  twre  runoff  and  oroalon.      Mitigation   for  thla    Impact   la  not  stated. 


—62- 


P2-S9  -  Conpetltlon  for   forage  botvitsii  llimntock  and  vUdllfo   lo  lieoa. 
KulB  door  popalatlona  haie   docllood  for   tuo  doesjlea.      Part  of  tho   roaflon 
lE   BageSmah  manlpulatloii  and   the  vlnterlng  of  liveatook  oo  Key  nuie 
aeer  vinter  ranseH.      Hhltotoll  dcor   forago  citeootvely  Jo  bottOElandfl 
and  coulBoB  ajid  ooapctG  vlth  cattle  for  browas,  eapeclally  duriag  fill 
and  Hjjiter.     Antelope  luid  livestock  both  vlQter  in  BBgobruab  btobii.     The 
antBlopen  wlntor  nurrlval   iu  lorgaly  dependent  on  availability  of  oAgebrush. 
Hov  1b  thlB  iiapnGt  to  be  mltlgatedT     The  report  does  not  dBtnil  how  the 

*^^°   aogatlTB  Impact  of  oatobilohlnK  Eeu  AMP'a  In  areaa  vhere  nule  deer  concontrttt 
la  to  be  mltlgfttod,  e.g.  Arrov  Creek  nrBa  in  FBrguD  Sounty,  imd  aJ.aa  near 
Murphy  Creek.      Areas   of  jrear  long  habitat  are  also  to  bo   included  in 
the  AMP'a.      Whltetall  dcor     concentrate  la   Fergus  and  Petroleum  CountioB 
Mid  aomc  of  thflBB  u-eno  arc  olno  eiu'nnrked  to  becoae  AHP'a.     Antelope 
have  only  a  fev  arena  of  value  vtiBre  they  have  Datlsfactory  sondltiona 
for  aurvivlag  BBTera  vlntera  or  llvioe  all  year  long,  but  some  of  these 
prlnwi  ftroae  are  proposed  aa  now  AHP'a.     Pnge   3-30  Indlcateo  that  liTontoclc 
feuld  cootinuo  to  utiliHi  thonc  aroaa  of  the  Mlooouri  River  vhich  have 
been  dosioiatod  Hoereation«J.  or  Wild.     Xhis  policy  la  In  conflict  with 
the  latent  of  the  Federal  Lav  (Wild  and  Scenic  RlTere  Ast  -  PL  PO-^bS  of 
194s  a£  a:unded],  both  as  rsgarda  eatbetlcB  ajid  utilliAtlon  by  the  public 

i*  321    if  tt  Bubitantlally  InterforBH  with  the  public   use  and  emjoynont.     The 

report  indicatea  that  cottonwood  grovea  near  the  rivor  Intended   for  conplng 
&rB  being  lopactod  DOfEatlvBly  and  will  eventually  be  lost.     So  idtieatlon 
tQ  reiHdy  this   oituatlon  hoo  bcea  detailed. 

P6-1Z  ~  HlldBmeaa  aretu)  vould  be  negatively  iiq>aetad  vlaually,  and 
tbe  tfildemeaa  integrity  vould  be  degradad  by  any  and  all  forsB  of 
#3E2  livestock  gracing.     Page  &-I6  indicatea  tha  ullderDafls  areas  would  be 
eohaaeed  by  the  ellminatioa  of  liveatock  graslng  on  public  laada .     No 
nltigatlon  baa  been  propoaad. 

fPB-15  -  TOe  report  otaten  that  the  elimination  of  graElng  on  Federil 
landa  could  force  many  ranchera  out  of  buolnona.     Ib   thin  bocauae  the 
#323   p-orlog  00  Federal  lands  conatltuton  a  significant  Federal  auboldyl 
mils   Bbould  be  documontod. 


P8-I6  -  It  iB  fltatod  that  BOClo-cultural  attituden  could  b 
be  lulmat  uniformly  agalnat  elimination  of  gracing.  Tbe  text  atatea  that 
•ttltudeil  which  Include  tealatance  to  major  govemmontal  interference 
vDuld  be  outraged.     This  is  a  confusing  atateneiit  Inaanueh  as  it  is  difficult 

J  aBcortoln  bow  the  FodoroJ.  Govemnont  coo  bo  interrerlna  la  its  own 
ruactiooa  oa  Vedorol  laada .     The  allalnatlon  of  liveatock  graalng  on  Fadorol 
laada  vould  kppear  to  be  a  reduction  of  govenmentsl  InteFferecce  in 
the   free  narket  oconozKy.     This  should  be  clorirled. 


e  expected  t 


P8-22,  Altemoto  C  -  The  report  states  that  the  level  of  government 
invDlveaent  wDuld  incroaao  if  Ivna  graiing  on  public  loads  vaa  alloved, 

1  would  Bo«s  to  ho  OB  InconoiotoQt,   oa  dleettOBed  in  the  prevlouo  ooBui*nt. 


»31B 

1  completed  for  each  AMP  ia  only  one  of 
■rraine  the  priority  of,  and  need  for, 
guch  a  plan.   A  diacount  rate  of  6  3/8  percent  (1977  Water 
Resource  Council  guidelines)  was  used  over  a  50  year  period  in 
the  calculation  of  the  bensfit/cost  ratio.   Costs  included  in  thQ 
calculation  routine  were  for  government  and  non-government  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  range  improvements,  costs  for  range 
use  supervision  and  studies,  and  livestock  movement  coat.   Bcnc- 
EitB  woro  based  on  increases  in  hunter  days  for  elk,  antelope, 
white-tailed  deer,  mule  deer,  vracerfowl  and  upland  game,  non- 
wildlife  related  visitor  days,  AUMs,  herd  sise,  cow  weights, 
percent  cull  cows  per  year,  percent  calf  crop,  calf  weight,  and 
percent  dooth  loss.   Also  see  response  to  comment  886. 

The  Public  Hanqelandg  improvement  Act  oE  1978  established  a 
grazing  fee  formula  for  the  grazing  years  1575  through  19S5.   The 
1979  grazing  fee  established  by  that  Act  is  51-89  per  AUM.   The 
SIO.0'1  per  AUM  used  on  page  3-31  is  the  average  business  activity 
generated  per  AUM  from  1970  to  1975  [see  Table  2-35  on  page  2-75), 
This  figure  is  a  measure  of  business  activity  and  not  a  direct 
inclioatlon  of  market  value.   The  first  sentence  in  the  last  para- 
graph on  page  3-31  should  be  changed  to  road  as  follows:   "Assuming 
that  approximately  SlO-0'1  of  husine.ss  activity  is  generated  per 
AUM  in  the  nine-county  ES  area,  it  appears  ..."   Also  see 
response  to  comments  111  and  1160. 


»319 

ft  significant  objective  of  the  proposed  action  is  the  protection 
or  onhanccment  of  watershed  values.  As  discussed  in  the  soils 
section  of  Chapter  3  [pages  3-2  to  3-5  of  the  DES) ,  Improved 
range  condition,  better  water  infiltration,  decreased  surface 
runoff  and  sedimentation,  and  increased  litter  and  vegetative 
cover  will  result  from  the  proposal.  These  changes  are  bene- 
ficial and  thus  no  mitigating  i 


f320 

Although  aagebruah  manipulations  and  the  wintering  of  livestock 
on  Mule  deer  winter  ranges  hove  caused  problems  for  some  local 
deer  populations,  there  is  no  information  to  indicate  that  they 
were  a  significant  cause  of  the  mule  deer  population  declines 
of  the  last  two  decades.   See  response  to  comment  05. 

Impacts  to  [Dule  deer,  white-tailed  deer,  and  antelope  popula- 
tions are  discussed  in  some  detail  in  the  first  nine  paragraph 
under  wildlife  on  pages  3-16  and  3-17,   As  explained  in  response 


RESPONSE    TO    THE    CORPS    OP    ENGIMEERS 


lalyzec    the    impaci 
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Because  the  Missouri  Breaks  ES 

grazing  management  program  and  not  all  resource  programs 
public  lands,  the  emphasis  throughout  the  document  was  o: 
Stock  grazing.  We  believe  that  the  multiple  use  mix  of  : 
values  resulting  from  the  Management  Framework  Plans  ia  , 
mix  based  on  all  resource  values  existing  in  the  area.  , 
responses  to  comments  #90  and  1201, 
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The  analysis  of  impacts  to  soils  on  page  3-2  of  the  DES  indicates 
that  implementation  of  the  improved  grazing  management  program 
would  benefit  watershed  values  through  reduction  in  surface 
runoff  and  associated  erosion  and  sedimentation.   Increases  in 
vegetative  cover  and  litter  and  improved  range  condition  would 
reduce  ailtation  in  the  Missouri  River  and  its  tributaries.   The 
estimated  change  in  cedimentation  with  the  proposed  action  is 
provided  in  Table  3-2,  page  3-4  of  the  DES. 

concentration  of  livestock  along  the  shoreline  of  the  Missouri 
River  has  resulted  in  spot  overgrazing.   Because  lands  adjacent 
to  the  Missouri  River  or  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  include  intermingled 
private  land  and  lands  administered  by  BLM,  the  U.S.  Pish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  the.  Corps  Of  Engineers,  cooperation  of  all 
affected  parties  is  necessary  to  effectively  manage  livestock 
grazing  and  alleviate  such  problems. 


■Bservoira  are  proposed. 


»317 

The  range  improvements  aliown  in  Table  1-6  do  not  directly  indi- 
cate cost  sharing.   Because  public  and  private  lands  are  often 
mixed  within  amps,  a  cooperative  plan  such  as  an  AMP  will  include 
improvements  on  private  and  public  lands.   The  costs  shown  for 
the  livestock  operators  in  Table  1-6  include  only  those  projects 
on  private  land.   Range  improvements  on  public  lands  are  generally 
paid  for  with  public  funds.   In  some  instances,  such  as  interior 
AMP  pasture  fences,  the  federal  government  provides  the  necessary 
materials  and  tha  operator  builds  and  maintains  the  fence  under  a 
cooperative  agreement.   No  npacific  cost  sharing  formula  is 
established  by  law  or  regulation. 


to  comments  SI,  #72,  and  #2ZB  and  mitigati< 
page  4-1  of  the  DES,  these  impacts  would  be  mitigated  primarily 
through  site-specific  interdisciplinary  analysis  prior  to  imple- 
mentation of  AMPS  or  range  improvements. 


Continued  li" 
Public  Law  B' 


use  along  the  Upper  Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic 
flict  with  the  wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
lich  amended  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  to 
include  the  Missouri  provides  the  following  language; 

"Bee,  203(a)   The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  manage  the 
river  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  the 
Wild  and  scenic  Rivers  Act,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
previsions  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  (4B  Stat.  1Z69) ,  as 
amended  (43  DSC  315)  ,  under  principles  of  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield,  and  with  any  other  authorities  available  to 
him  for  the  management  and  conservation  of  natural  resources 
and  the  protection  and  enhancement  of  the  environment  ..." 

Livestock  grazing  clearly  is  on  allowed  use;  however,  as  discussed 
on  page  1-25  of  the  DES,  it  must  be  consistent  with  the  values 
which  allowed  the  river  to  become  a  component  of  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.   Also  see  response  to  comment  195. 


The  wilderness  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  DEB  has  been  revised. 
See  Part  2    (revised  DES  pages  3-39,  4-2,  and  4-4)  and  response 
to  comment  #204.   No  activities  would  be  allowed  which  would 
impair  an  area's  wilderness  suitability. 

#323 

Because  of  the  intermingled  nature  of  public  and  private  lands  in 
the  ES  area,  many  ranchers  are  dependent  on  the  public  lands  for 
forage  to  sustain  a  year  long  livestock  operation.   Because 
grazing  fees  are   established  by  Congress  and  are  not  based  on 
fair  marj^ot  value,  grazing  of  public  lands  could  be  considered  a 
subsidy.   However,  as  discussed  in  the  response  to  comment  #91, 
grazing  fees,  more  than  any  other  resource  on  the  public  lands 
except  for  leasable  minerals,  provide  a  substantial  contribution 
to  the  federal  treasure.   The  expenditure  of  federal  funds  for 
other  resource  values  such  as  watershed  and  wildlife  protection 
and  enhancement  can  also  be  considered  a  subsidy  because  private 
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PART  2 

MODIFICATIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS 


Revisions  to  the  draft  environmental  statement 
(DES)  are  based  on  public  comments,  reevaluation 
by  BLIVI  of  the  content  based  on  new  or  revised 
data,  identification  of  errors  or  omissions,  and 
changes  in  policy  or  guidance  due  to  new  laws  or 
regulations. 

Where  significant  changes  are  needed  in  the 
DES,  the  entire  page(s)  has  been  reprinted  with  the 
changes  highlighted  in  italics.  This  allows  the 
reader  to  readily  refer  from  this  document  to  the 
appropriate  page  in  the  DES  and  see  the  changes 
that  were  made.  Page  numbers  in  Part  2  are  the 
same  as  those  in  the  DES.  No  pages  in  Chapters  6 
or  7  are  reprinted  in  Part  2.  An  errata  sheet  for  the 
DES  which  includes  minor  editorial  modifications 
is  included  at  the  end  of  Part  2. 


CHAPTER  1 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


REVISED  DES  PAGE  1-27 


Livestock  may  be  excluded  from  high  visitor 
use  areas,  such  as  camping  sites,  through 
fencing  or  changes  in  use  seasons. 

Resource  management  objectives  for  live- 
stock grazing  on  BLM  administered  iands  whicft 
appiy  to  tlie  entire  149  miies  of  river  corridor, 
include: 

Specific  objectives  in  each  aiiotment  man- 
agement plan  are  related  to  established 
study  plots  and  transects.  Expected  in- 
creases in  desirable  forage  species  for  live- 
stock and  wildlife  and  improved  watershed 
conditions  are  quantified.  These  trend 
studies  will  be  used  to  monitor  the  success  of 
each  AMP  in  accomplishing  these  objec- 
tives. 

One  hundred  percent  of  vegetative  in- 
creases resulting  from  implementation  of 
grazing  management  systems  will  be  allo- 
cated to  watershed  protection  wherever 
trend  studies  indicate  unstable  soils  and/or 
ground  cover  of  less  than  70  percent. 

AlVIPs  which  include  range  improvements  to 
facilitate  management  of  livestock  generally 
include  the  objective  of  designing  such 
facilities  in  a  rustic  fashion  or  screening 
them  from  view. 

Exclusion  of  livestock  and  big  game  will  be 
made  on  selected  study  sites  to  analyze  the 
effects  of  trampling  and  browsing  on  young 
cottonwoods. 

The  management  objectives  by  river  segment 
are  more  specific.  In  the  segments  of  the  Missouri 
River  classified  as  recreational  or  scenic,Uvestock 
facilities  will  be  restricted  by  the  objectives  estab- 
lished by  visual  resource  management  class  II.  This 
provides  that  changes  caused  by  a  management 
activity  should  not  be  evident  in  the  characteristic 
landscape. 

The  wild  segments  of  the  river  are  visual  re- 
source management  class  I  which  provides  primar- 
ily for  natural  ecological  changes.  In  accordance 
with  this  and  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  strin- 
gent stipulations  to  protect  the  visual  resources 
within  the  "seen"  area  shall  be  attached  to  all 
licenses,  leases,  or  permits  Issued.  New  range  Im- 
provements will  be  compatible  with  the  wild 
character  of  the  river  segment,  subject  to  valid  ex- 
isting rights.  Where  existing  range  improvements 
are  found  to  detract  from  the  values  to  be  pre- 
served, cooperative  efforts  will  be  undertaken  with 


the  range  user  to  bring  such  improvements  into 
conformance  with  rlverway  objectives. 


Nattonal  Park  Service 

Wh!0'  Lsmis  and  Clark  National  Historic  Trail 
(established  on  November  10,  1978,  by  Public 
Law  95-825)  would  follow  the  Missouri  River 
from  St.  Louis  to  the  headwaters.  The  trail 
would  provide  an  historically  based  recreation 
experience  and  commemorate  the  Journey  of 
Lewis  and  Clark.  This  trail  would  be  a  water 
trail,  with  recreation  development  primarily  on 
existing  federal  lands.  The  National  Park  Serv- 
ice is  the  lead  agency  for  preparing  the  com- 
prehensive plan  for  the  trail.  Planning  for  the 
trail  is  expected  to  begin  in  late  1979  and  be 
completed  by  October  1981.  After  planning  is 
complete,  the  National  Park  Service  will  seek 
cooperative  agreements  for  management  of  the 
trail  on  BLM  lands. 


Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  is  responsible  for 
the  administration  of  Indian  lands  and  water.  In 
proximity  or  adjacent  to  the  Missouri  Breaks  ES 
area  are  three  reservations:  the  Fort  Peck,  Fort 
Belknap,  and  Rocky  Boy.  The  Indians  on  each  of 
these  reservations  have  some  claim  to  the  use  of 
the  waters  which  are  located  on  or  which  flow 
through  or  along  the  boundaries  of  the  Indian  reser- 
vation thus  affecting  operators  and  water  develop- 
ments on  allotments  within  affected  watersheds. 

Within  the  South  Bearpaw  Planning  Unit,  3,464 
acres  are  in  Indian  ownership.  These  are  tribal- 
administered  lands  without  reservation  status.  Indi- 
ans have  preference  in  obtaining  grazing  rights  on 
these  scattered  tracts;  however,  leases  are  fre- 
quently granted  to  surrounding  non-Indian  landown- 
ers. Because  of  the  mixture  of  unfenced  public, 
private,  and  Indian  lands,  the  administration  of 
AMPs  and  trespass  violations  is  often  difficult. 


Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

In  1936  the  1,100,000  acre  Fort  Peck  Game 
Range  was  withdrawn  to  conserve  and  develop 
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natural  wildlife  resources  and  to  protect  and  im- 
prove public  grazing  lands  and  natural  forage  re- 
sources. Maintenance  of  populations  of  antelope 
and  sharp-tailed  grouse  was  of  primary  concern, 
with  additional  natural  forage  being  allocated  to 
sustaining  a  balanced  wildlife  population.  Beyond 
this  base,  forage  resources  could  be  made  availa- 
ble for  domestic  livestock  use.  The  Range  was 
redesignated  the  Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wild- 
life Range  (now  Refuge)  in  1963,  with  primary  re- 
sponsibility for  policy  and  programs  vested  in  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Allotments  that 
adjoin  the  wildlife  refuge  are  licensed  by  BLM  only 
for  that  area  lying  outside  the  wildlife  refuge  bound- 
ary, even  though  pastures  may  extend  into  the  wild- 
life refuge.  Where  control  of  livestock  numbers 
from  adjacent  areas  is  desired,  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  has  proposed  fencing  segments  of  the 
wildlife  refuge  boundary.  An  environmental  impact 
assessment  has  been  completed  by  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  for  fencing  of  the  entire  wildlife 
refuge  boundary.  Long  range  planning,  including 
meetings  with  individual  operators  and  the  interest- 
ed public,  is  ongoing. 

Allotment  management  plans  along  the 
Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
boundary  would  not  be  Implemented  without 
close  coordination  with  the  affected  livestock 
operators  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
Where  specific  resource  objectives  are  com- 
patible on  the  refuge  and  adjacent  BLM  lands, 
cooperative  grazing  management  would  be 
sought.  Where  specific  resource  objectives  be- 
tween the  two  agencies  differ,  allotment  man- 
agement plans  would  be  Implemented  only 
when  it  has  been  determined  by  BLM  that  such 
action  will  not  waste  dollars  or  manpower  or 
foreclose  future  options  for  cooperation  with 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Because  of  differ- 
ent management  philosophies  between  the  two 
agencies  (single  purpose  emphasis  for  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  multiple  use  for  BLM)  it 
may  be  necessary  to  physically  separate  the 
two  jurisdictions  in  selected  areas.  The  man- 
agement plan  for  the  refuge  is  scheduled  for 
completion  in  mid- 1980.  When  the  refuge  man- 
agement plan  is  complete  and  specific  manage- 
ment goals  are  identified  by  area  on  the  refuge, 
cooperation  between  the  two  agencies  can 
more  fully  occur. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  also  administers 
about  7,900  acres  adjacent  to  Wild  Horse  and  War 
Horse  Lakes  and  Yellow  Water  Reservoir  in  Petro- 
leum County.  In  recent  years,  these  properties  have 


been  grazed  as  part  of  allotments  administered  by 
BLM  under  a  cooperative  agreement  with  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service;  however,  this  cooperative 
agreement  expired  in  January  1978,  and  at  the  end 
of  the  1 978  grazing  season,  management  will  revert 
to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Hunting  is  allowed 
on  these  properties  but  except  for  the  grazing  pro- 
gram, they  have  not  been  actively  managed.  Be- 
cause fences  do  not  separate  wildlife  refuge  lands 
from  adjacent  public  and  private  lands,  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  will  likely  continue  to  license 
grazing  at  the  same  levels  of  use  and  during  the 
same  time  periods  as  in  previous  years.  Depending 
on  the  future  management  of  refuge  lands,  as 
many  as  four  AMPs  may  need  revision  (South  War 
Horse  5048,  War  Horse  4875,  Yellow  Water  5040, 
and  King  5055). 


Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Section  208  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con- 
trol Act  (FWPCA)  provided  local  governments  with 
the  necessary  authority  for  the  control  of  point  and 
nonpoint  sources  of  water  pollution.  The  Montana 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
has  been  designated  by  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agency  as  the  state  agency  responsible  for 
208  planning.  A  cooperative  agreement  between 
the  Montana  State  Office  of  BLM  and  the  State  of 
Montana  was  signed  in  mid-1977.  This  agreement 
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Institution  submitted  a  list  of  plant  species  suspect- 
ed of  being  threatened  or  endangered  in  the  United 
States.  This  list  was  printed  in  the  Federal  Register 
of  July  1,  1975.  There  were  ten  species  located  in 
Montana.  This  list  was  later  revised  by  the  Office  of 
Endangered  Species  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
June  16,  1976.  This  new  list  eliminated  eight  of  the 
previously  included  species  but  added  one  other. 
Thus,  only  three  remained. 

The  findings  of  Watson  (1976)  were  in  agree- 
ment with  the  revised  threatened  and  endangered 
list  for  the  species  Silene  spaldingii  and  Trisetum 
orthochaetum,  but  reported  that  Phlox  missoulen- 
sis,  the  third  species  on  the  revised  list  of  Montana 
species,  was  not  at  the  present  time  either  threat- 
ened or  endangered.  He  also  concluded  that  Grin- 
delia  howellii  and  Penstemon  lemhiensis  which 
were  not  on  the  list  should  be  included. 

Therefore,  based  on  Watson's  investigation, 
only  four  species  should  be  considered  at  this  time 
as  potentially  endangered  in  Montana.  These  four 
spec\es--S/7ene  spaldengii,  Grindelia  howellii,  Pen- 
stemon lemhiensis,  and  Trisetum  orthochaetum  are 
all  found  only  on  the  western  side  of  the  state. 

The  species  Rorippa  calycena,  known  to  occur 
in  eastern  Montana,  was  reported  by  Watson  as 
needing  further  exploration  before  its  status  is  de- 
termined. Therefore,  as  this  species  may  potentially 
be  found  within  the  ES  area,  for  purposes  of  this 
analysis  it  will  be  considered  as  if  it  were  threat- 
ened. 


WILDLIFE 


Mammals 


Mule  Deer 

Mule  deer  are  the  most  abundant  big  game 
animal  in  the  ES  area  with  an  estimated  population 
between  85,000  and  99,000  (Table  2-12  and  Figure 
2-5).  This  population  is  relatively  low  compared  to 
the  deer  populations  of  the  mid  1950s.  Mule  deer 
populations  declined  starting  in  the  late  1950s  and 
have  remained  at  moderate  to  low  densities  from 
the  early  1970s  to  the  present  time.  This  decline 
coincided  witli  a  generai  deciine  in  deer  popuia- 
tions  ttirougtiout  tfie   west.   Researcti  on  the 


causes  of  mule  deer  population  fluctuations  has 
been  generally  inconclusive.  Aitiiougii  tiunting, 
predation,  and  other  factors  can  influence  deer 
populations,  many  authors  have  concluded  that,  '. 
.  .  where  deer  are  on  a  high  quality  diet,  other 
environmental  factors  are  not  as  important'  (Pen- 
gelly  1976).  Mackie  (1970)  considers  the  occur- 
rence of  drought  every  three  to  four  years  the  basic 
limiting  factor  in  big  game/ livestock  management  in 
this  area.  Mule  deer  competition  with  livestock  for 
forage  (South  Bearpaw  and  other  URAs)  is  most 
significant  from  October  through  June.  Sagebrush 
manipulations  have  reduced  mule  deer  habitat 
(South  Bearpaw  Planning  Unit  URA).  Probably  the 
most  serious  situation  occurs  when  livestock  are 
wintered,  often  with  supplemental  feed,  on  key 
winter  ranges  for  mule  deer.  This  problem  is  most 
common,  however,  on  private  land  in  the  mountain 
foothills  (Belt  Planning  Unit  URA).  In  some  areas 
poor  habitat  conditions  have  resulted  from  overuse 
during  periods  of  high  deer  populations.  Without  the 
proposed  action,  mule  deer  populations  are  expect- 
ed to  continue  to  increase  for  the  next  few  (per- 
haps 3  to  4)  years.  Beyond  that,  the  timing,  direc- 
tion, and  magnitude  of  their  fluctuations  are  impos- 
sible to  predict. 

High  value  mule  deer  habitat  in  the  Missouri 
Breaks  is  characterized  by  the  pine/juniper  and  sa- 
gebrush/wheatgrass  vegetation  types.  High  value 
prairie  habitat  is  characterized  by  coulee  heads 
containing  deciduous  browse  with  an  interspersion 
of  palatable  forbs  along  intermittent  streams  and 
broken  badlands.  Important  habitats  that  have  been 
identified  are  delineated  and  acreages  tabulated  on 
Map  2-6.  Most  of  the  487,000  acres  of  winter  con- 
centration areas  are  in  mountainous  areas  where 
there  are  no  AMPs,  while  most  of  the  identified 
high  value  year  round  habitat  is  within- the  AMPs. 
The  only  areas  of  non-habitat  are  areas  of  intensive 
agriculture,  mostly  near  the  south  half  of  the  border 
between  Judith  Basin  and  Fergus  Counties.  It  can 
be  seen  by  comparing  Maps  2-6  and  2-22  of  the 
DES  that  a  large  precentage  of  the  several  mule 
deer  habitats  (as  well  as  other  important  wild- 
life habitats)  occur  on  private  land. 

Mackie  (1970)  showed  that  (in  the  breaks) 
browse  was  the  most  important  forage  classifica- 
tion for  mule  deer  in  all  seasons,  increasing  from 
56  percent  use  in  spring  to  97  percent  use  in 
winter.  Forbs  were  most  important  (41  percent  of 
the  diet)  in  the  summer  time,  grasses  most  impor- 
tant (11  percent  of  the  diet)  in  the  spring.  Key 
forage  sources  for  mule  deer  are  skunkbush  sumac 
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and  rubber  rabbitbrush.  When  or  where  these 
plants  are  abundant  and  moderately  utilized  during 
summer  and  fall,  big  sagebrush  and  Rocky  Moun- 
tain juniper  are  of  secondary  importance.  Yellow 
sweetclover  is  also  important  to  mule  deer,  and  its 
heavy  use  during  years  of  abundance  can  relieve 
pressure  on  key  browse  species. 


White-tailed  Deer 

Roughly  9,000  to  14,000  white-tailed  deer  prob- 
ably occur  within  the  ES  area  (Table  2-12).  They 
are  most  abundant  along  the  bottomlands  of  the 
major  waterways  such  as  the  Missouri,  Musselshell, 
and  Judith  Rivers.  However,  whitetails  also  occur 
along  lesser  drainages,  and  they  have  moved  into 
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Figure  2-5     Mule  deer.  This  is  the  most  abundant  big  game  animal  in  the  ES  area.  There  is  evidence  that 
drought  and  competition  with  livestock,  in  addition  to  hunting,  predation,  and  severe  winters,  are 

important  limiting  factors. 
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TABLE  2-12 
Estimation  of  Big  Game  Populations  Within  tlie  ES  Area  (1) 


(A) 

Harvest  in  Hunting 

Units  Represented 

In  the  Study  Area  (2) 

Muie  Deer 

8,168 

White-taiied  Deer 

3,831 

Antelope 

7,291 

Elk 

599 

(B) 

Ratio:  (C) 

Area  of  Study  Area  Estimated  Proportion 

Area  of  Hunting  Units  of  Population  Harvested 


.45 
.45 
.56 
.8(4) 


,04 
.15 
.25 
.20 


(D) 
Estimated  Popu- 
lation Within 
the  Study  Area  (3) 

Rounded 
Estimate 

60%  Probability 
Bracl<et 

91,890 

92,000 

85,000-99,000 

11,493 

1 1 ,500 

9,000-14,000 

16,624 

16,500 

13,000-20,000 

2,235 

2,000 

1 ,000-3,000(5) 

(1 )  These  estimates  of  big  game  populations  with  in  the  ES  area  are  not  endorsed  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  Nevertheless,  they  are  the  best  estimates  available  within  the  time  constraints  of  this  document.  It  is  the 
judgment  of  the  BLM  biologist  who  prepared  this  report  that  the  probability  is  about  60  percent  that  actual  mean 
populations  of  the  species  indicated  (which,  of  course,  vary  considerably  from  year  to  year  due  to  climatic  and  other 
conditions)  fall  within  the  ranges  Indicated. 

(2)  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  1976-77  Harvest  Data. 

(3)  D  =  A  X  B  -:-  C 

(4)  Elk  hunting  was  allowed  in  only  1 0  of  the  30  hunting  units  represented  in  the  study  area.  About  80  percent  of  the 
acreage  of  these  units  is  within  the  study  area. 

(5)  Available  Information  (see  Elk  in  Chapter  2.  above)  indicates  that  the  elk  population  In  the  ES  area  Is  toward  the 
upper  end  of  the  bracket. 
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Herds  are  kept  within  tlie  carrying  capacity  by 
annual  liarvest.  Most  ell<  in  the  mountains  landform 
summer  at  liigher  elevations  and  winter  on  the 
lower  mountain  foothills.  Particularly  in  the  High- 
wood  Mountains  area,  landowners  often  complain 
that  elk  move  to  lower  elevations  and  winter  on 
private  lands.  The  elk  herd  in  the  Judith  Mountains 
numbers  about  100  animals,  its  expansion  being 
restricted  by  a  lack  of  winter  range  in  areas  where 
landowners  will  tolerate  the  presence  of  elk. 

Most  of  the  approximately  1,000  elk  in  the 
breaks  area  occur  north  of  the  river.  However,  year- 
long use  occurs  in  the  breaks  in  northeast  Fergus 
County,  and  some  winter  use  by  elk  of  the  breaks 
south  of  the  Missouri  from  the  Musselshell  River  to 
Seven  Blackfoot  Creek  is  probable  but  not  docu- 
mented. Elk  have  been  recently  observed  along 
Cow  Creek  and  elsewhere  in  the  South  Bearpaw 
Planning  Unit  in  southern  Blaine  County.  Since  the 
elk  in  the  Missouri  Breaks  region  generally  use 
habitat  on  both  sides  of  the  Charles  M.  Russell 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,  the  condition  of  their 
range  depends  partly  upon  coordination  between 
BLM  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Elk  have  recently  been  observed  in  the  Little 
Rocky  Mountains  (Little  Rockies  URA).  Desirable 
aspects  of  this  area  for  elk  habitat  include  the  re- 
moteness due  to  the  mountain  character,  integra- 
tion of  timber  and  park  tracts,  and  a  variety  of 
vegetation.  Motorized  vehicle  travel  is  limited,  and 
the  timber  provides  ample  cover.  Elk  also  occur  in 
the  southwestern  part  of  the  UL  Bend  Planning  Unit 
where  the  breaks  extend  into  the  planning  unit  and 
in  the  east  part  of  that  planning  unit  in  the  breaks 
and  Larb  Hills. 

South  Valley  County  has  two  separate  elk 
herds.  To  the  southeast,  60  to  80  head  overlap 
onto  BLM  lands  from  the  Pines  area  of  the  Charles 
M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  To  the  south- 
west, 130  to  140  head  inhabit  the  Harper  Ridge 
area  of  the  refuge  and  the  Timber  Creek,  Square 
Creek,  and  Southerland  Creek  regions  on  BLM 
land.  These  two  areas  in  south  Valley  County  are 
important  to  elk  because  of  the  security  their  rough 
topography  provides  and  because  of  the  scattered 
verdant  spots  created  by  natural  springs.  Range 
conditions  in  these  areas  are  exceptionally  good; 
however,  the  populations  have  not  increased 
beyond  current  levels,  apparently  because  of 
poaching  and  other  human  harassment. 


Rocky  Mountain  Bighorn  Sheep 

Introductions  of  bighorn  sheep  in  the  ES  area 
have  met  with  only  limited  success  because  of  lim- 
ited winter  habitat  and  competition  with  livestock 
(Eichhorn  and  Watts  1976).  (See  Figure  2-6.)  In 
1972  and  1973,  30  bighorns  were  introduced  into 
the  Little  Rocky  Mountains.  This  herd  has  had 
some  reproduction  and  seems  to  be  holding  its 
own.  Winter  feed  is  scarce,  however,  and  the  herd 
feeds  on  the  hay  stacks  on  the  adjacent  private 
lands. 

Bighorns  introduced  in  the  Missouri  River 
Breaks  of  Fergus  County  from  1958  to  1961  in- 
creased for  several  years  but  suffered  severe  die- 
offs  during  the  winters  of  1972  and  1978  and  now 
number  only  nine  animals.  Although  their  range 
originally  included  BLM  land  as  shown  on  Map  2-9, 
it  now  appears  to  be  restricted  within  the  bound- 
aries of  the  Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  Other  attempted  introductions  within  the 
ES  area  have  failed. 

Bighorns  use  forbs,  shrubs,  and  grasses  during 
all  seasons.  They  are  vulnerable  to  competition 
from  elk,  deer,  and  livestock  (Couey  and  Schallen- 
berger  1971). 


Wild  Horses 

A  band  of  approximately  30  horses  of  unknown 
status  (wild  or  trespass)  occurs  on  and  adjacent 
to  the  Ervin  Ridge  allotment  (#6212)  in  the  South 
Bearpaw  Planning  Unit  (Map  2-9).  These  horses 
compete  significantly  with  cattle  and  deer  for  avail- 
able forage.  The  MFP  approves  (WL-6)  a  study  to 
document  the  extent  of  competition  between  the 
horses  and  wildlife  on  important  habitat  areas. 
Since  tftese  animals  were  not  claimed  during 
the  period  of  August  15  to  November  15,  1973, 
they  will  be  considered  as  wild  free-roaming 
horses  and  burros.  Any  branded  animals  will  be 
removed  when,  and  if,  excess  animals  are  gath- 
ered at  some  future  date.  BLM  policy  is  that 
any  horse  or  burro  on  the  public  lands  not 
claimed  is  considered  wild  and  free-roaming 
until  captured,  inspected,  and  found  to  be 
branded. 


Mountain  Lion 

Although  mountain  lions  roam  throughout  the 
mountains  and  riverbreaks  landforms  within  the  ES 


-73- 


REVISED  DES  PAGE  2-30  (continued) 


area,  reports  of  mountain  lion  observations  are  very 
rare.  Their  far  ranging  habits  and  territorial  behavior 
preclude  dense  populations.  Intensive  hunting  (out- 
side of  Montana)  sometimes  produces  many  more 
mountain  lions  than  expected  (Johnson  and  Couch 
1954);  however,  it  is  judged  that  less  than  20  occur 
in  the  ES  area. 


Furbearers 

The  most  important  furbearer  within  the  ES  area 
in  terms  of  numbers  harvested  is  the  muskrat  which 
occurs  in  most  stockwater  ponds  and  natural  wet- 
land habitats.  Although  data  are  not  available,  fox, 
coyote,  and  bobcat  are  probably  the  most  impor- 
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Special  Management  Areas 


Upper  Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic  River 

The  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (as 
amended  by  Public  Law  94-486)  incorporated  the 
149-mile  segment  of  the  Missouri  River  from  Fort 
Benton  downstream  to  Fred  Robinson  Bridge  within 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  system  (see 
Figure  2-12).  The  act  requires  protection  and  pres- 
ervation of  the  outstanding  scenic,  recreational,  his- 
toric, and  cultural  values  on  the  river. 

The  area  is  rich  in  wildlife,  and  game  species 
are  hunted  actively  during  open  seasons.  About  45 
species  of  mammals  and  over  200  different  birds, 
including  the  protected  bald  (now  on  the  threatened 
and  endangered  list)  and  golden  eagles  inhabit  the 
area. 

The  sport  fishery  resource  includes  the  popular 
paddlefish,  northern  pike,  catfish,  sturgeon,  walleye, 
sauger,  and  lingcod. 

Excellent  sightseeing  opportunities  provide  the 
recreationist  with  a  diversity  of  experiences. 

Recreational  use  of  the  Upper  Missouri  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  has  changed  over  the  past  20  years. 
From  limited  use  by  local  hunters  and  fishermen, 
use  has  rapidly  expanded  to  include  recreational 
boating  and  camping.  All  recreational  uses  in  1976 
amounted  to  just  over  1 5,000  man  days.  The  Mon- 
tana Fish  and  Game  Department  has  provided  limit- 
ed camping  facilities  at  Coal  Banks  Landing,  Hole- 
in-the-Wall,  Slaughter  River,  Judith  Landing,  Cow 
Island  Landing,  and  Kipp  State  Part  at  Fred  Robin- 
son Bridge.  Commercial  guide  services  included 
eight  outfitters  as  of  1978-six  from  Montana,  one 
from  Oregon,  and  one  from  Washington.  The  major 
use  season  extends  from  one  week  prior  to  Memo- 
rial Day  to  one  week  after  Labor  Day. 

A  conceptual  plan  was  developed  to  meet  legis- 
lative mandates  in  1977,  which  outlines  the  man- 
agement objectives  and  goals  and  identified  the 
specific  management  segments  along  the  route.  A 
comprehensive  management  plan  was  finalized  in 
October  1978.  (Additional  background  information 
concerning  the  Upper  Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  along  with  a  map  of  the  area  is  located  in 
Chapter  1,  Interrelationships.) 


Charies  IM. 
(CMR) 


Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge 


The  Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  currently  managed  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  provides  a  variety  of  recreational 
opportunities  to  the  recreationist.  Foremost  are 
hunting  and  wildlife  sightseeing  activities.  A  com- 
prehensive planning  effort  is  currently  underway  for 
the  refuge.  This  effort  is  in  its  early  stages  so  no 
management  decisions  have  been  reached. 

Square  Butte 

One  of  the  most  scenic  and  unusual  geologic 
features  in  the  ES  area,  Square  Butte,  stands 
nearly  1,700  feet  above  the  rolling  plains  topogra- 
phy of  southern  Chouteau  County  approximately  65 
miles  northwest  of  Lewistown  (see  Figure  2-13). 

Square  Butte  was  designated  as  an  Outstanding 
Natural  Area  in  1972  and  qualifies  as  an  'instant 
study  area'  for  wilderness  review.  The  Bureau  plan- 
ning system  emphasizes  the  importance  of  protect- 
ing and/or  enhancing  the  scenic  and  recreational 
values  in  the  Square  Butte  area. 

In  addition  to  its  outstanding  scenic  values. 
Square  Butte  provides  other  recreational  opportuni- 
ties such  as  hiking,  rock  climbing,  and  hunting.  The 
Butte  is  also  used  by  academic  institutions  for  edu- 
cational purposes. 

Overall,  Square  Butte  is  as  untouched  today  as 
it  was  when  it  was  recommended  for  natural  area 
status.  Increased  visitor  use  at  the  Butte  appears  to 
have  had  no  detrimental  effect  on  the  area. 

There  are  two  non-AMP  grazing  allotments 
within  the  natural  area  designation.  These  allot- 
ments involve  few  AUMs  and  have  required  no 
additional  range  improvements. 


Lewis  and  Clarlt  National  Historic  Trail 

The  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Historic  Trail 
was  established  by  Public  Law  95-625  in  late 
1978.  This  trail  follows  the  Missouri  River 
through  the  ES  area,  including  the  Upper  Mis- 
souri Wild  and  Scenic  River.  (See  Interrelation- 
ships for  additional  Information.)  BLM  has  iden- 
tified, where  possible,  the  locations  of  Lewis 
and  Clark  campsites,  and  provides  information 
regarding  the  Lewis'  and  Clark  journey  to  users 
of  the  wild  and  scenic  river.  Cooperation  with 
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the  National  Park  Service  will  continue  as  plan- 
ning efforts  for  the  Lewis  and  Clark  National 
Historic  Trail  are  Intensified. 


Nez  Perce  Trail 

Chief  Joseph  and  the  Nez  Perce  Indians,  in  their 
famous  retreat  from  the  U.S.  Army  in  1877,  passed 
through  the  central  portion  of  the  ES  area.  They 
crossed  the  Missouri  River  at  Cow  Island  and  trav- 
eled northward  up  Cow  Creek  to  their  last  battle  on 
the  northern  flank  of  the  Bearpaw  Mountains. 

A  study  is  currently  underway  to  determine  if  the 
Nez  Perce  Trail  should  be  included  in  the  National 
Trails  System  as  a  National  Historic  Trail.  The  study 
was  initiated  by  Congressional  action;  when  com- 
pleted, it  will  await  action  by  Congress. 

Participation  in  the  previously  described  recre- 
ational activities  and  special  management  areas  will 
continue  to  increase  without  implementation  of  the 
proposed  action.  Table  2-23  is  a  summary  of  the 
proposed  increases  in  recreational  use  for  selected 
activities  present  in  the  three  Fish  and  Game  re- 
gions encompassing  the  ES  area. 
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odically  during  various  periods  or  combinations  of 
periods  of  spring,  summer,  fall,  and  winter  use. 
There  are  approximately  125  of  these  224  allot- 
ments which  receive  all  of  their  use  between  the 
dates  of  March  1  through  October  31  annually.  The 
remaining  99  allotments  receive  most  of  their  use 
between  the  dates  of  November  1  through  Febru- 
ary 28;  however,  some  of  these  turn-in  dates  may 
precede  November  1  by  a  month  or  six  weeks. 
Weather  conditions  may  also  require  the  removal  of 
livestock  from  these  allotments  during  severe  win- 
ters. 

Forage  production  varies  considerably  between 
and  within  allotments,  and  from  year  to  year.  Range 
surveys  show  forage  production  to  range  from  less 
than  one  acre  per  AUM  to  20  or  more  acres  per 
AUM.  Unsuitable  rangeland  in  these  318  allotments 
is  about  101,918  acres  (3  percent  of  the  total  AMP 
acres).  Approximately  74,985  acres  (74  percent) 
classified  as  unsuitable  lie  within  the  riverbreaks 
landform  area;  21,509  acres  (21  percent)  are  in  the 
rolling  plains  landform  area;  and  5,424  acres  (5 
percent)  are  within  the  mountains  landform  area. 
The  overall  average  for  current  licensed  use  is 
about  6.7  acres  per  AUM.  The  average  production 
of  all  suitable  rangelands  is  about  6.3  acres  per 
AUM  for  current  annual  use.  The  variance  in  annual 
forage  production  can  create  considerable  concen- 
tration of  livestock  in  areas  of  the  allotments  where 
more  palatable  species  and  water  developments 
are  located.  This  creates  poor  livestock  distribution 
in  the  good  years  as  well  as  in  the  poor  years  of 
forage  production.  During  drought  years,  this  com- 
petition leads  to  reduced  calf  crops,  lighter  weaning 
weights,  and  increased  stress  on  mother  cows.  Fur- 
thermore, plant  vigor  is  reduced  and  seed  produc- 
tion is  almost  nonexistent. 

Livestock  populations  as  of  January  1,  1976, 
were  estimated  at  approximately  161,000  head  of 
beef  cattle  and  46,000  head  of  sheep  for  the  ES 
area  (Montana  Department  of  Agriculture  1976). 
These  figures  represent  a  decrease  in  livestock 
populations  from  1974  as  shown  in  Table  2-30. 
With  both  cattle  and  sheep  showing  a  decrease, 
the  total  animal  units  of  the  ES  area  have  de- 
creased by  about  9  percent  from  1974  to  1976 
(one  animal  unit  equals  one  cow,  one  cow  and  calf, 
or  five  sheep). 

According  to  Montana  Agricultural  Statistics 
1976,  cattle  numbers  reached  a  recorded  peak  in 
1974.  Sheep  populations  have  been  decreasing 
since  the  1930s  and  1940s  with  a  fairly  steady 
trend  since  1960.  These  trends  apply  to  the  entire 


state,  and  it  is  assumed  they  would  be  applicable 
to  the  ES  area.  Future  trends  of  cattle  populations 
are  totally  speculative;  however,  it  appears  that 
sheep  populations  will  continue  to  decline  due  to 
limited  predator  control  programs  and  increased 
production  costs  such  as  for  labor  and  fencing. 

Using  the  1976  population  estimates,  the  nine 
counties  in  whicti  ttie  ES  area  lies  tiave  a  total  of 
170,200  animal  units  which  would  require  2,042,400 
AUMs  of  forage  and  supplements  annually.  Present 
licensed  use  from  BLM  records  show  a  total  of 
352,397  AUMs  being  used  annually  from  public 
lands  within  the  ES  area.  These  AUMs  represent 
about  1 7  percent  of  the  total  annual  needs  for  tfie 
nine  counties  in  wtiich  tiie  ES  area  iies.  Although 
this  17  percent  does  not  represent  the  only  major 
source  of  livestock  forage,  it  does  represent  a  de- 
pendency on  public  lands  for  forage  during  critical 
periods  of  the  grazing  season  for  most  operators. 


Wilderness 


The  wilderness  inventory,  in  accordance  with 
Sec.  603(a)  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Man- 
agement Act  (FLPMA),  has  not  been  completed  on 
the  public  lands  that  would  be  impacted  by  the 
proposal.  Prior  to  implementation  of  any  actions, 
the  areas  will  have  to  be  inventoried  and  impacts 
on  potential  or  existing  wilderness  areas  assessed. 

Until  Congress  acts  on  an  area  that  has  been 
designated  for  wilderness  study,  existing  multiple- 
use  activities,  including  grazing  and  supporting  ac- 
tivities, will  continue.  New  uses  or  expanded  exist- 
ing uses  will  be  allowed  if  the  impacts  will  not 
impair  the  suitability  of  the  area  for  wilderness. 

Under  the  guidance  of  FLPMA,  the  Bureau  has 
developed  wilderness  review  procedures  to  be 
used  to  inventory  and  select  potential  wilderness 
areas  (U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  1978).  These  procedures  pro- 
vide for  protection  and  interim  management  of 
areas  that  may  qualify  for  wilderness  until  a  final 
determination  can  by  made  by  Congress. 

The  BLM  role  in  the  wilderness  review  proce- 
dure is  to  recommend  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interi- 
or, President,  and  Congress  which  public  lands  are 
suitable  or  nonsuitable  for  wilderness  preservation. 
Congress  makes  the  final  decision  on  what  areas 
will  be  included  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preser- 
vation System. 
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Figure  2-17  identifies  the  steps  involved  in  tlie 
wilderness  review  process.  Public  involvement  is  an 
integral  part  of  these  procedures. 

One  'instant  study  area,'  Square  Butte  Natural 
Area  (designated  prior  to  November  1,  1975),  lies 
within  the  ES  area.  The  proposed  Arrow  Creek 
AMP  would  be  located  within  this  natural  area; 
however,  no  range  improvement  projects  are  pro- 
posed. 


-78— 


CHAPTER  3 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


REVISED  DES  PAGE  3-9 


vegetation  manipulation  projects,  i.e.,  contour  fur- 
rowing, sagebrush  spraying,  and  plowing  and  seed- 
ing. Recovery  rates  for  the  temporarily  removed 
acres  would  be  closely  related  to  precipitation  with 
an  average  recovery  time  of  two  to  three  years  for 
the  ES  area. 

Contour  furrowing  is  being  proposed  on  2,253 
acres  where  fine-textured  soils  inhibit  infiltration  and 
runoff.  About  1,200  acres  are  in  the  Upper  Long 
Coulee  Allotment,  280  acres  in  the  Whiskey  Ridge 
Allotment,  673  acres  in  the  Blind  Canyon  Allotment, 
and  100  acres  in  the  Buffington  Range  Allotment. 
Whitfield  and  Fly  (1939),  Dickson  et  al.  (1940),  and 
Barnes  and  Nelson  (1945)  reported  that  contour 
furrowing  resulted  in  significant  increases  in  forage 
production  on  deteriorated  rangeland.  Brown  and 
Everson  (1952)  observed  that  contour  furrows  in 
Arizona  retained  their  effectiveness  even  after  10 
years. 

On  the  other  hand,  Hubbard  and  Smoliak  (1953) 
observed  that  furrows  were  of  no  value  for  holding 
or  spreading  water  in  Alberta,  Canada,  because 
they  became  filled  with  ice  and  snow.  Nor  did  fur- 
rowing increase  plant  production  on  sandy  soils  in 
New  Mexico  (Valentine  1 947). 

The  effects  of  contour  furrowing  were  measured 
in  Montana,  Wyoming,  Colorado,  Utah,  New 
Mexico,  and  Arizona  (Branson  et  al.  1966).  The 
most  consistent  beneficial  response  occurred  on 
medium  to  fine-textured  soils,  and  the  Nuttall  salt- 
bush  sites  showed  the  most  improvement  in  forage 
production. 

A  series  of  studies  conducted  in  eastern  Mon- 
tana (White  and  Siddoway  1972)  indicated  that  fal- 
lowing and  contour  furrowing  effectively  removed  or 
reduced  club  moss,  threadleaf  sedge,  ,and  cactus. 
Reinvasion  of  the  treated  areas  by  more  productive 
climax  species  such  as  western  and  thickspike 
wheatgrass  usually  occurred  within  a  year.  Range 
research  on  clubmoss  along  the  highline  area 
of  northern  Montana  is  also  very  supportive  of 
mechanical  treatment  in  rehabilitating  club- 
moss/blue  grama  sod-bound  rangelands  (Mon- 
tana Agricultural  Experiment  Station,  Bulletin 
645,  June  1970). 

The  short  term  impact  from  furrowing  would  be 
the  removal  of  2,253  acres  from  production  for  at 
least  one  year  following  treatment.  After  native 
plant  species  became  established,  the  long  term 
impact  would  be  at  least  a  doubling  of  available 
forage  on  the  treated  site  (Brown  and  Everson 
1952,  Dickson  et  al.  1940,  Thatcher  1966). 


Sagebrush  spraying  is  proposed  on  2,236  acres 
of  relatively  flat  land  with  low  erosion  potential  in 
the  Hay  Coulee  Common  Allotment.  The  spraying 
operation  is  proposed  in  conjunction  with  a  four- 
pasture  rest  rotation  grazing  formula  to  reverse  the 
deteriorating  trend  on  the  allotment  and  to  get 
better  forage  production  balance  between  pastures. 
This  allotment  also  has  two  seasonal  pastures.  By 
spraying  two  of  the  six  pastures,  the  short  term 
impact  would  be  the  loss  of  grazing  on  these  pas- 
tures for  two  or  three  years.  The  long  term  impact 
from  sagebrush  control  would  be  at  least  a  dou- 
bling of  grass  production  (Sturges  1 973),  and  would 
more  evenly  balance  productivity  among  all  pas- 
tures in  the  Hay  Coulee  Common  Allotment. 

After  sagebrush  control,  the  moisture  normally 
withdrawn  by  sagebrush  becomes  available  to 
other  plants,  or  enters  a  ground  water  system  and 
eventually  augments  streamflow.  Sturges  (1 973)  re- 
ported that  grass  production  increased  20  percent 
on  a  sagebrush  spray  project  in  Wyoming,  but  the 
combined  grass-forb  production  was  similar  to  the 
untreated  range  since  the  decrease  in  forb  produc- 
tion on  sprayed  plots  was  offset  by  increased  grass 
production. 

Eleven  allotments  are  involved  in  the  proposed 
plowing  and  seeding  operation.  The  10,850  acres 
proposed  for  treatment  were  selected  because  of 
the  lack  of  desirable  forage  plants  that  could  re- 
spond to  intensive  grazing  management  in  a  rea- 
sonable period  of  time.  In  order  to  maximize  forage 
productivity  and  soil  stability  in  the  shortest  time- 
frame possible,  vegetation  manipulations  reducing 
the  less  desirable  plant  species  while  increasing 
desirable  forage  species  is  often  necessary. 

The  short  term  impact  of  plowing  and  seeding 
would  be  the  loss  of  livestock  grazing  on  the  treat- 
ed land  for  at  least  one  year.  The  long  term  impact 
would  be  a  change  in  species  composition  toward 
more  livestock  forage  species.  Forage  production 
could  at  least  triple  (Hurst  1976,  Buckhouse  and 
Gifford  1976,  page  300),  and  vegetative  density 
could  increase  by  at  least  40  percent.  This  is  fur- 
ther supported  by  seedings  conducted  on  Bank- 
head-Jones  lands  in  the  early  forties  within  the  ES 
area.  After  35  years,  these  seeded  acres  are  still 
rated  at  about  1.5  acres  per  AUM,  whereas  compa- 
rable unseeded  acres  in  the  ES  area  are  rated  at 
approximately  4.5  acres  per  AUM. 


-79— 


REVISED  DES  PAGE  3-9  (continued) 


Projected  and  Potential  Livestocic 
Forage  Productivity 

Estimates  of  15-year  projected  livestock  forage 
production  shown  in  Table  3-4  and  Appendix  6 
were  made  by  first  estimating  the  expected  change 
in  range  condition  by  condition  class  and  range 
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diet  mule  deer  impacts  is  not  available,  there  could 
be  significant  local  reductions. 


White-tailed  Bern 


White-tailed  deer  would  benefit  slightly  from  the 
proposed  action  compared  to  a  continuation  of  the 
present  situation.  However,  the  white-tailed  deer  is 
often  dependent  on  riparian  habitats.  Because  the 
existing  and  proposed  grazing  systems  generally  do 
not  provide  full  protection  of  riparian  areas,  and 
because  of  the  tendancy  of  livestock  to  use  these 
areas  heavily  despite  stocking  reductions  (Hormay 
1976),  many  of  these  areas  would  improve  only 
slightly  and  most,  if  not  all,  would  remain  far  below 
their  potential  for  white-tailed  deer  and  other  wild- 
life. Nevertheless,  the  whitetail  will  probably,  at 
least  in  the  short  term  (1  to  4  years),  continue  to 
expand  its  range  gradually  due  to  its  exceptional 
adaptability  to  man's  agricultural  and  other  activities 
(Walcheck1978). 


Antelope 

Antelope  populations  would  probably  remain 
about  stable  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action 
(Figure  3-1).  Improved  forage  conditions,  and  slight- 
ly reduced  stocking  rates,  would  have  a  favorable 
impact  on  antelope  but  as  mentioned  above,  the 
contour  furrowing,  plowing  and  seeding,  and  sage- 
brush spraying  could  be  detrimental  locally.  There 
have  been  observations  that  indicate  that  livestock 
can  be  detrimental  to  antelope  through  behavioral 
disturbance  and  utilization  of  preferred  forage,  par- 
ticularly forbs  (Pyrah  1978,  personal  communica- 
tion). If,  because  of  system  failure  or  other  reasons, 
the  proposed  action  led  to  increased  livestock  use 
of  antelope  ranges,  reductions  in  antelope  popula- 
tions would  occur.  The  551  miles  of  fence  pro- 
posed would  have  a  negative  but  probably  not  sig- 
nificant impact  on  antelope.  A  possible  exception 
wouid  be  during  occasional  severe  winters 
when  antelope  migrate  across  the  plains  east  of 
Little  Rockies,  southward  across  the  plains  and 
down  into  the  Missouri  Breaks  across  the  ice 
on  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  and  on  further  south- 
ward. If  proposed  fences  were  in  the  path  of 
this  migration,  several  hundred  or  more  ante- 
lope could  be  lost  in  a  given  winter.  However, 
the  fact  that  the  proposed  fences,  although 


large  in  absolute  miles  or  numbers  of  miles,  are 
a  very  small  percentage  of  the  existing  fences 
In  the  area  and  the  fact  that  significant  antelope 
die-off  from  fence  entanglement  has  not  been 
recorded  In  this  area  Indicate  that  significant 
losses  from  the  proposed  fences  are  unlikely. 


Elk 


Some  of  the  allotments  where  elk  occur,  par- 
ticularly in  the  Willow  Creek  Planning  Unit,  are 
grazed  in  the  fall  and  winter  and  are  already  in 
excellent  condition.  Others  are  expected  to  experi- 
ence forage  increases  from  proposed  rest  rotation 
grazing  systems.  Several  authors  (Knowles  1975 
and  Mackie  1970)  have  noted  that  elk  seldom 
occupy  a  pasture  simultaneously  with  livestock. 
Nevertheless,  the  mobility  and  larger  home  ranges 
of  elk  compared  to  mule  deer  and  antelope  enable 
elk  to  seek  out  areas  where  forage  conditions  are 
optimum  and  take  advantage  of  improved  forage 
conditions  that  result  from  deferred  and  rest  rota- 
tion grazing  systems.  However,  as  explained  in 
Chapter  2,  habitat  condition  is  generally  not  a  limit- 
ing factor  for  eik  in  the  ES  area.  Thus,  elk  popula- 
tions would  not  be  expected  to  increase. 


Bighorn  Sheep 


The  current  population  of  less  than  10  bighorn 
sheep  at  the  west  end  of  the  Charles  M.  Russell 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  (Map  2-9)  does  not  extend 
out  of  the  Wildlife  Refuge  (Eichhorn  1 978,  personal 
communication).  If  the  population  were  to  expand 
into  adjacent  allotments,  it  could  be  impacted  by 
the  proposed  action.  Bighorn  sheep  and  cattle 
compete  heavily  because  of  similar  food  habitats. 
Although  they  would  benefit  somewhat  from  in- 
creased available  forage,  these  bighorns  would  not 
be  apt  to  expand  significantly  under  the  proposed 
grazing  program  because  of  the  apparent  difficulty 
of  producinn  bighorn  sheep  and  cattle  on  the  same 
land.  There  are  no  AMPs  near  the  bighorn  sheep  in 
the  Little  Rocky  Mountains. 
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Wild  Horses 


Although  no  forage  has  been  specifically  allo- 
cated to  the  small  wild  or  semi-wild  horse  popula- 
tion delineated  on  Map  2-9,  they  would  receive 
some  benefit  from  improved  vegetation  conditions  if 
the  grazing  plans  for  the  allotments  in  that  area 
were  successful.  The  15  miles  of  fence  proposed 
for  the  Ervin  Ridge  and  Black  Butte  Allotments  (#'s 
6212  and  6211)  would  restrict  the  movement  of  the 
horses.  However,  the  number  of  horses  in  this  band 
(about  30)  is  not  expected  to  be  affected. 


Mountain  Lions  and  Furbearers 


The  impact  on  mountain  lions  and  furbearers 
such  as  coyotes,  weasels,  and  skunks  would  vary 
depending  on  the  response  of  small  mammals  to 
changes  in  vegetation  conditions  (see  below).  Any 
changes  in  the  populations  of  these  predators 
would  be  small.  Beavers  and  muskrats  would  gen- 
erally be  unaffected  by  the  proposed  action  al- 
though improved  watershed  conditions  would  mar- 
ginally improve  habitat  conditions  for  these  species. 


—82— 


REVISED  DES  PAGE  3-22 


ing  systems  in  the  vicinity  of  Malta  north  of  the  ES 
area.  Because  most  of  the  ES  area,  particularly  the 
riverbreaks  portion  where  206  of  the  reservoirs 
would  be  located,  is  not  as  productive  for  waterfowl 
as  Gjersing's  study  area  and  because  only  83  of 
the  AMPs  would  be  under  rest  rotation  grazing  sys- 
tems (which  Gjersing  found  to  benefit  waterfowl 
production  due  to  increased  residual  nesting  cover), 
production  on  the  ES  area  would  be  about  two 
birds  per  surface  acre.  Assuming  an  average  reser- 
voir size  of  3  acres,  about  2,600  ducks  would  be 
produced  annually  by  the  reservoirs. 

Improvement  of  vegetation  conditions 
around  existing  stock  reservoirs  should  Im- 
prove the  watershed,  reduce  the  amount  of  sur- 
face runoff  and  soil  erosion,  and  correspond- 
ingly reduce  the  amount  of  slltatlon  and  turbi- 
dity within  the  reservoir  Itself  A  reduction  In 
turdlbity  and  subsequent  development  of  aquat- 
ic plant  communities  and  Invertebrate  popula- 
tions would  benefit  nesting  ducks  primarily 
during  the  brood  rearing  stage. 

if  islands  are  constructed  on  the  larger  reser- 
voirs (3  acres  or  more),  some  geese  would  also  be 
produced.  It  has  been  demonstrated  that  after  four 
years,  about  57  percent  of  the  waterfowl  islands 
constructed  in  this  area  (excluding  the  timbered 
breaks)  are  used  by  nesting  geese  (Eng,  Jones, 
and  Gjersing  1978,  in  press).  Shorebirds  would  also 
benefit  from  the  new  reservoirs.  Rundquist  (1973) 
observed  the  use  of  reservoirs  by  28  species  of 
shorebirds  (several  of  which  were  nesting)  along 
the  northern  edge  of  the  ES  area. 


Raptors  and  Other  Non-Game  Birds 


ES  areawide  populations  of  raptors  and  other 
non-game  birds  would  not  likely  be  impacted  signifi- 
cantly by  the  proposed  action.  Any  raptor  response 
will  be  primarily  due  to  population  changes  of  small 
mammals  and  other  prey  species  (see  section  on 
small  mammals). 

Local  changes  in  vegetation  would  benefit  some 
non-game  bird  populations  and  reduce  others.  For 
example,  land  treatments  that  involve  sagebrush 
removal  would  reduce  Brewer's  sparrows  and 
vesper  sparrows  (Best  1972),  while  horned  larks, 
which  prefer  open  habitats,  would  probably  in- 
crease. 


Reptiles  and  Amphibians 

No  significant  impacts  on  reptiles  and  amphib- 
ians are  anticipated.  Amphibians  and  aquatic  rep- 
tiles such  as  the  snapping  turtle  would  benefit  from 
the  construction  of  436  reservoirs.  To  the  extent 
that  the  proposed  action  improved  watershed  con- 
ditions, siltation  and  resulting  problems  such  as  suf- 
focation of  amphibian  eggs  would  be  reduced. 


Fish 


It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  proposed  action 
would  significantly  change  conditions  for  fish.  Im- 
pacts that  are  presently  occurring  would  continue. 
Platts  (1977)  says,  "Rest  rotation  grazing  without 
special  protective  measures  for  the  stream  and 
streambanks  will  not  maintain  or  restore  a  healthy 
productive  riparian-aquatic  zone."  The  proposed 
action  does  not  include  special  protective  measures 
for  riparian  habitat. 

Some  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  would  un- 
doubtedly be  suitable  for  the  stocking  of  fish.  How- 
ever, many  reservoirs  already  on  public  lands  could 
be  stocked  (Elser  1 977).  Thus,  these  436  new  res- 
ervoirs are  not  likely  to  affect  sport  fish  populations 
within  the  ES  area  significantly  since  there  is  al- 
ready a  surplus  of  reservoirs  available  for  stocking. 

Improved  vegetation  conditions  in  the  water- 
sheds that  include  fisheries  reservoirs  would  benefit 
fish  populations  in  several  ways.  The  water  would 
be  clearer,  allowing  for  better  light  penetration  and 
food  production.  The  reduced  siltation  would  in- 
crease the  life  of  the  reservoirs  which  in  some 
areas,  notably  south  Valley  County,  can  be  as  short 
as  15  years  (Willow  Creek  Planning  Unit,  Unit  Re- 
source Analysis). 


Invertebrates 


Although  the  relationship  between  grasshoppers 
and  livestock  grazing  is  not  completely  understood, 
it  appears  that  grasshoppers  prefer  areas  with  low 
growing  weeds  and  grasses  and  relatively  sparse 
vegetation  cover  (Nerney  1957  and  Anderson 
1964).  Thus,  grazing  influences  grasshopper  distri- 
bution. Pastures  grazed  heavily  during  the  rest  rota- 
tion cycle  may  attract  grasshoppers  which  could 


-83- 


REVISED  DES  PAGE  3-22  (contfnoed) 


then  put  excessive  demands  on  the  vegetation. 
However,  entomologists  believe  that  although  such 
conditions  attract  grasshoppers,  they  do  not  them- 
selves cause  increases  in  grasshoppers,  so  there  is 
at  present  no  basis  for  saying  that  intensive  grazing 
directly  influences  grasshopper  populations  over  a 
large  area  such  as  the  ES  area. 


Threatened  or  Endangered  Species 


No  impact  on  the  northern  Rocky  Mountain  wolf 
is  anticipated  from  the  proposed  action  because  (1) 
it  is  extremely  unlikely  that  this  species  occurs  in 
the  ES  area,  and  (2)  as  with  other  predators,  the 
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better  hunting  opportunities  could  result  within  the 
Refuge  and  on  adjacent  public  lands. 


ECONOMIC  AND  SOCSAL 
CONDITIONS 


Square  Butte  Natural  Area 

One  proposed  AMP  falls  within  the  Square  Butte 
Natural  Area  designation  (Arrow  Creek  -  9783).  This 
AMP  has  a  grazing  season  from  9/23-5/30,  which 
is  past  the  summer  recreation  use  season.  No  im- 
provements are  proposed  and  no  adverse  impacts 
to  recreation  are  anticipated. 


Lewis  and  Clark  National  Historic  Trail 

No  significant  impacts  resulting  from  the 
proposed  action  would  occur  to  values  of  the 
Lewis  and  Ciarlt  National  Historic  TraiL  Future 
cooperative  efforts  with  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice will  ensure  that  management  by  BLM  of 
lands  adjacent  to  the  trail  corridor  is  consistent 
with  the  mandates  of  the  National  Trail  Systems 
Act. 


Nez  Perce  Trail 

Because  this  trail  is  presently  only  a  historic 
location  and  not  a  developed  trail,  no  grazing  con- 
flicts with  recreation  opportunities  have  been  identi- 
fied. 


Summary  of  Impacts  to  Recreation 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  action  would 
have  a  slightly  beneficial  impact  on  hunting  oppor- 
tunities by  improving  wildlife  habitat  and  potentially 
increasing  wildlife  numbers.  Changes  in  the  quantity 
or  quality  of  opportunities  for  fishing,  sightseeing, 
off-road  vehicle  use,  floatboating,  sport  shooting, 
and  other  recreational  activities  would  be  minor. 
The  proposed  action  would  improve  the  quality  of 
recreational  opportunities  along  the  Upper  Missouri 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  by  more  effectively  manag- 
ing livestock  grazing  within  the  river  corridor.  No 
other  special  management  areas  for  recreation 
would  be  significantly  affected  by  the  proposed 
action. 


Economic  Conditions 


This  section  analyzes  those  sectors  of  the 
economy  that  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
action,  including  livestock,  contract  construction, 
government,  and  hunting  recreation.  Except  for 
hunting  (where  the  data  had  limitations)  these  sec- 
tors were  analyzed  using  the  computerized  BLM 
DYRAM  (Dynamic  Regional  Analysis  Model)  which 
uses  historic  socio-economic  data  to  generate  an- 
ticipated changes  in  earnings  and  employment. 
(Appendix  9  presents  a  schematic  of  the  DYRAM 
process.)  Those  economic  sectors  not  affected  by 
grazing  management  were  not  further  analyzed 
beyond  the  basic  data  presentation  in  Chapter  2, 
Economic  and  Social  Conditions. 


Income 

Range-related  income  in  the  ES  area  would 
drop  following  the  implementation  of  the  proposed 
action  by  approximately  $39,000  annually  in  1980 
dollars.  That  figure,  measured  against  a  1980  base 
of  $94  million  in  personal  income  from  livestock 
operations  in  the  nine-county  area,  and  spread 
among  almost  400  operators  who  are  to  some 
extent  dependent  on  BLM  AUMs,  is  insignificant  to 
the  nine  county  economy.  However,  some  opera- 
tors would  experience  economic  difficulties  during 
the  years  1980-1985,  the  period  when  the  cutback 
in  income  would  occur.  The  annual  loss  of  $39,000 
in  income  results  from  a  reduction  of  approximately 
3,000  AUMs  across  the  ES  area.  The  loss  would 
not  be  spread  evenly  among  all  operators  (in  fact, 
27  allotments  would  receive  an  increase),  and 
some  operators  would  experience  a  substantial  de- 
crease. While  68  of  the  318  allotments  have  a 
reduction  in  BLM  AUMs,  only  9  allotments  (//  op- 
erators) would  have  a  reduction  of  25  percent  or 
greater.  Table  3-8  provides  data  on  those  9  allot- 
ments. Total  operator  AUM  needs  as  shown  in  the 
table  are  a  general  indicator  of  an  operator's 
annual  need  for  AUMs  (both  BLM  and  private) 
based  on  herd  size,  in  many  instances,  this  figure 
does  not  include  the  total  ranch  operation,  i.e.,  an 
operator  may  farm  a  substantial  portion  of  his  pri- 
vate acreage  in  addition  to  raising  cattle.  Thus,  the 
use  of  total  operator  AUM  needs  as  a  measure  of 
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dependency  on  BLM  AUMs  presents  a  "worst 
case"  analysis  of  adverse  impacts  to  an  individual 
operator. 

Assuming  that  approximately  $10.04  of  busi- 
ness activity  is  generated  per  AUM  in  the  nine 
county  ES  area,  it  appears  that  the  value  of  live- 
stock production  foregone  by  the  //  operators  in- 
cluded in  Table  3-8  as  a  result  of  the  reduction  in 
BLM  AUMs  would  total  approximately  $17,359 
($10.04  X  1,729  AUMs).  Using  a  county  specific 
market  value  per  AUM  (see  Table  2-24),  it  is  possi- 
ble to  determine  the  dollar  value  of  livestock  pro- 
duction foregone  by  each  operator  at  implementa- 
tion. The  relationship  of  the  following  dollar  losses 
to  total  ranch  revenues  has  not  been  determined 
because  no  data  are  available  on  total  individual 
ranch  income.  Operators  for  allotments  0095  and 
6214  (operator  A)  (see  Table  3-8)  would  experience 
an  annual  loss  of  livestock  income  in  excess  of 
$3,000,  but  less  than  $4,000.  Operators  on  allot- 
ments 0009,  0036,  5663,  and  6217  (operators  A 
and  B)  would  experience  an  annual  loss  of 
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between  $1,000  and  $3,000.  Operators  for  allot- 
ments 2146,  6214  (operator  B),  9755,  and  9761 
would  all  lose  less  than  $1,000  per  year.  Assuming 
that  AMP  objectives  are  met  and  additional  AUMs 
become  available  within  15  years,  only  one  opera- 
tor would  experience  a  long-term  loss  of  over 
$3,000  per  year,  two  operators  would  experience  a 
loss  of  between  $1,000  and  $3,000,  and  eight  op- 
erators would  have  a  loss  of  less  than  $1,000. 

These  loss  values  are  an  estimate  of  the 
income  lost  as  a  result  of  the  reduction  in  BLM 
AUMs.  The  basic  assumptions  in  this  analysis  are: 
(1)  the  amount  of  business  activity  generated  is 
accurately  reflected  by  a  6-year  average  of  the 
quotient  of  livestock  receipts  by  county  and  live- 
stock numbers  (adjusted  appropriately  by  type  of 
animal),  and  (2)  losses  are  'potential'  in  the  same 
sense  that  if  an  operator's  AUM  level  is  reduced, 
he  will  lose  the  opportunity  to  realize  income  from 
livestock  production  on  that  parcel  of  land. 

Additional  analysis  of  the  9  allotments  and  11 
operators  with  a  25  percent  or  greater  reduction 
based  on  BLM  grazing  records,  contacts  with  sev- 
eral of  the  affected  operators,  the  professional 
judgment  of  BLM  personnel  familiar  with  the  allot- 
ments, and  the  dependency  relationship  shown  in 
Table  3-8  indicate  that  eight  operators  would  most 
likely  be  able  to  continue  their  livestock  operations 
with  minimal  disruptions.  Several  factors  temper  the 
impact  of  the  BLM  AUM  reductions  for  these  oper- 
ators. Many  operators  have  not  been  actively  using 
all  AUMs  currently  available  through  BLM  license  or 
lease,  and  therefore  the  proposed  reductions  are 
consistent  with  existing  operator  herd  sizes.  In 
other  cases,  the  reduction  in  AUMs  on  public  lands 
is  not  significant  in  terms  of  an  individual's  total 
ranch  operation.  However,  three  operators  may  ex- 
perience difficulty  in  maintaining  an  economically 
viable  livestock  operation  during  initial  phases  of 
implementation  of  the  proposed  action.  These 
three  operators  would  be  faced  with  the  choices  of 
significantly  reducing  herd  size,  buying  or  leasing 
replacement  AUMs  in  the  form  of  land  or  supple- 
mental feed,  or  stopping  livestock  operations  and 
finding  alternate  means  of  employment. 

The  expected  22,004  new  AUMs  of  livestock 
forage  eventually  generated  through  management 
of  the  allotments  would,  however,  be  adding  addi- 
tional yearly  income  of  $284,000  adjusted  to  1980 
dollars  after  the  AMPs  become  fully  operational. 
This  sum  is  still  small,  but  would  add  0.3  percent  to 
livestock  personal  income  in  the  ES  area  counties 
annually.  This  stimulus  to  the  economy  would  add 


$45,000  in  secondary  effects  to  total  annual  per- 
sonal income  in  the  ES  area.  Total  measurable 
economic  growth  from  increased  livestock  income 
would,  in  other  words,  amount  to  an  annual  in- 
crease of  0.09  percent  in  the  nine  counties.  The 
improved  range  condition  resulting  from  allotment 
management  would  increase  the  amount  of  forage 
available,  and  improve  livestock  health  and  condi- 
tion. An  additional  unquantifiable  amount  of  income 
would  be  realized  through  higher  fertility,  lessened 
mortality,  and  higher  calf  weights. 

The  construction  expenditures  created  by  gov- 
ernment-sponsored range  improvements  would, 
however,  generate  a  more  significant  impact  on 
income.  The  construction  of  improvements  would 
inject  additional  personal  income  into  the  nine- 
county  area,  amounting  to  $1,532,000  or  a  tempo- 
rary increase  of  14.3  percent  of  1980  construction 
income.  Because  the  construction  of  range  im- 
provements is  essentially  a  one-time  expenditure 
(although  spread  over  four  years)  and  much  of  the 
new  income  would  be  spent  outside  the  nine 
county  area,  the  secondary  effect  on  the  economy 
of  the  ES  area  would  be  negligible,  amounting  to 
only  about  $.01  for  each  dollar  of  construction 
income. 

The  present  value  of  the  investment  in  improve- 
ments has  been  measured  against  the  present 
value  of  the  annual  income  increase,  computed  in 
1 980  dollars  to  the  year  2000.  When  amortized  out 
to  2000,  using  a  seven  percent  interest  rate,  the 
investment  outlay  would  equal  $3.07  million,  while 
the  total  increase  in  income  based  on  AUMs  only, 
would  amount  to  $3.01  million.  Thus,  using  only  the 
one  measure  of  benefit,  there  would  be  about  one 
dollar  return  for  each  dollar  invested.  The  applica- 
tion of  range  improvements  to  improve  the  range- 
lands  in  the  ES  area  certainly  has  better  investment 
return  than  this  figure  (which  was  the  only  portion 
that  could  be  accurately  quantified),  because  the 
management  program  would  also  improve  herd 
health,  resulting  in  lower  mortality,  higher  fertility, 
and  increased  calf  weights  for  marketing;  improve 
watershed;  and  increase  wildlife  numbers. 

Federal  government-related  income  would  also 
increase.  The  30  new  employees  that  would  be 
required  to  implement  the  AMPs  are  expected  to 
continue  to  be  employed  into  the  future  to  help 
carry  the  increased  administrative  load  this  man- 
agement will  require.  In  1980  dollars,  this  would  be 
an  annual  personal  income  for  the  ES  area  of 
$357,000  (employee  salaries),  or  an  increase  over 
present  levels  of  2.3  percent.  The  total  direct  and 
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indirect  effect  on  the  economy  would  be  a  change 
in  personal  income  of  $431,000  annually,  or  an 
increase  of  0.01  percent  to  the  total  nine  county 
economy. 

Hunter/fisher  days  would  probably  not  be  great- 
ly affected  by  AMP  implementation.  New  forage 
would  be  allocated  to  wildlife,  but  the  increase  in 
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Wilderness 

A  5,000  acre  roadless  area  inventory  and  sub- 
sequent identification  of  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
has  not  been  completed.  Without  this  information, 
an  identification  of  site-specific  impacts  to  wilder- 
ness values  cannot  be  made.  Prior  to  implementa- 
tion of  any  actions,  the  area  would  be  inventoried 
and  impacts  on  potential  or  existing  wilderness 
areas  would  be  assessed. 

The  steps  involved  in  tiie  wiiderness  inven- 
tory process  include  an  initial  inventory  to  iden- 
tify those  areas  that  clearly  and  obviously  do 
not  meet  the  criteria  for  Wilderness  Study 
Areas,  and  those  areas  that  may  possibly  meet 
the  criteria  and  will  receive  more  Intensive  in- 
ventory. A  decision  on  this  initial  inventory  for 
the  Missouri  Breaks  ES  area  was  made  in  mid- 
1979.  Of  the  nearly  100  initial  inventory  units  In 
the  ES  area,  approximately  25%  were  dropped 
from  further  consideration  because  they  clearly 
and  obviously  did  not  meet  the  necessary  crite- 
ria. After  the  intensive  inventory  Is  complete  on 
the  remaining  inventory  units,  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  are  expected  to  be  designated  by  Sep- 
tember 1980.  Public  involvement  is  an  integral 
part  of  the  wilderness  Inventory  process. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  provides  for  the  continuation  of  existing 
grazing  uses  in  the  same  manner  and  degree  in 
which  they  were  conducted  on  October  21, 
1976,  but  these  must  cause  no  unnecessary  or 
undue  degradation  of  the  lands  and  their  re- 
sources, and  they  must  afford  environmental 
protection.  Expansion  or  curtailment  of  grazing 
use  and  changes  in  numbers,  periods  of  use, 
and  kind  of  livestock  may  be  allowed  so  long  as 
wilderness  suitability  is  not  impaired.  This 
would  include  implementation  of  grazing  sys- 
tems and  changes  in  grazing  systems. 

Use  and  maintenance  of  existing  range  im- 
provements would  be  allowed  so  long  as  this 
would  not  cause  undue  or  unnecessary  degra- 
dation of  wilderness  values.  New  range  im- 
provements needed  to  support  and  facilitate 
grazing  use  and  management  may  be  installed 
and  maintained  so  long  as  the  activities  and 
structures  would  not  impair  the  area's  wilder- 
ness suitability.  Some  range  Improvements 
such  as  fences,  cattleguards,  well  or  spring  de- 
velopments, trails,  and  corrals  would  likely  be 
allowed  in  Wilderness  Study  Areas  under  care- 


ful controls  to  prevent  changes  In  an  area's 
wilderness  suitability.  Range  improvements 
which  make  substantial  changes  on  the  surface 
such  as  vegetation  manipulation  (plowing  and 
seeding,  contour  furrowing,  sagebrush  control) 
or  large  reservoirs  would  not  be  allowed  if  they 
jeopardized  an  area's  suitability  for  wilderness 
status. 

Based  on  the  foregoing  discussion,  the  iden- 
tification of  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  Septem- 
ber of  1980  may  have  a  significant  bearing  on 
implementation  of  the  proposed  AMPs.  The 
guiding  principle  when  implementation  begins  is 
that  no  action  would  be  allowed  which  would 
Impair  an  area's  suitability  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation. 

NOTE:  All  text  regarding  wilderness  on  page  3- 
39  through  page  3-43  should  be  deleted  and 
replaced  with  the  preceding  discussion. 


Summary  of  Impacts  to  Land  Use 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  action  would 
increase  stocking  levels  on  27  AMP  allotments,  de- 
crease levels  on  69  AMP  allotments,  and  cause  no 
change  on  222  AMP  allotments.  The  overall  initial 
reduction  from  existing  licensed  use  would  be  one 
percent.  Within  15  years,  increased  forage  produc- 
tion would  result  in  a  seven  percent  increase  from 
existing  licensed  livestock  use.  Sixty-six  AMP  allot- 
ments would  be  converted  from  yearlong  grazing  to 
periodic  grazing  seasons  with  grazing  systems. 
Nineteen  AMP  allotments  would  remain  under  year- 
long operation  but  would  implement  deferred  rest 
or  rest  rotation  grazing  systems.  Forty-eight  AMP 
allotments  would  have  a  reduction  in  livestock  use 
from  3/1  to  6/30  with  28  AMP  allotments  having  an 
increase  in  use  during  that  time  period.  Although 
some  adjustments  would  be  necessary  for  individu- 
al livestock  operators,  these  effects  are  not  consid- 
ered significant  in  the  long  term. 

A  5,000  acre  roadless  area  inventory  and  sub- 
sequent identification  of  wilderness  study  areas  has 
not  been  completed.  Without  this  information  an 
identification  of  site-specific  impacts  to  wilderness 
values  cannot  be  made.  Prior  to  implementation  of 
any  actions  which  might  affect  wilderness  values, 
the  ES  area  would  be  inventoried  and  impacts  on 
wilderness  study  areas  would  be  assessed. 
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where  waterfowl  islands  could  be  economically 
constructed. 

8.  Islands  and/or  waterfowl  rafts  would  be  con- 
structed on  new  reservoirs  and  existing  reservoirs 
(where  possible)  on  which  the  BLM  resource  area 
wildlife  biologist  determines  such  structures  would 
lead  to  greater  reproductive  success  for  ducks  or 
geese.  While  water  developments  associated  with 
grazing  systems  generally  benefit  waterfowl,  the  re- 
moval of  residual  vegetation  by  grazing  and  the 
trampling  of  nests  often  reduce  those  benefits.  This 
measure  would  allow  waterfowl  to  better  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  benefits  of  reservoir  construction. 


Prehistoric  and  Historic  Features 


9.  Prehistoric  and  historic  sites  would  be  avoided  in 
most  cases  because  of  four  factors:  (1)  the  project 
areas  probably  have  low  site  densities  (less  than 
two  sites  per  section),  (2)  most  projects  would  dis- 
turb relatively  small  acreages  (no  more  than  three 
acres),  (3)  cultural  site  sizes  are  also  relatively 
small,  averaging  about  one  acre,  and  (4)  the  range 
improvement  projects  normally  could  be  relocated. 
Exceptions  to  these  cases  are  vegetation  manipula- 
tion projects  where  large  areas  would  be  disturbed 
and  relocation  may  not  be  possible. 

10.  Sites  which  cannot  be  avoided  would  be  treated 
in  the  following  way.  If  the  site  contained  significant 
remains,  it  would  be  assumed  that  the  site  would 
be  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  This  would  require  consultation  with 
the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  to  determine 
eligibility  for  the  National  Register,  and  would  re- 
quire comment  from  the  President's  Advisory  Coun- 
cil on  Historic  Preservation  when  the  effect  of  the 
project  on  the  site  is  determined.  If  an  adverse 
effect  on  the  site  is  determined,  it  may  still  be 
recommended  that  the  site  be  avoided  and  pre- 
served. Nonavoidance  would  necesitate  information 
recovery,  probably  by  excavation,  at  the  site.  A 
finding  of  no  adverse  effect  may  still  be  made, 
contingent  upon  complete  excavation  or  other  infor- 
mation recovery  techniques  (Figure  4-5).  If  "no  ad- 
verse effect"  cannot  be  agreed  upon,  a  memoran- 
dum of  understanding  would  be  written  with  the 
Advisory  Council,  to  establish  an  acceptable  level 
of  mitigation.  These  mitigating  measures  should 
bring  impacts  to  cultural  features  within  an  accept- 
able level. 


11.  When  no  sites  are  found  during  inventory,  but 
prehistoric  or  historic  material  is  encountered  during 
construction,  operations  would  cease  while  the 
BLM  evaluates  the  material.  If  the  material  repre- 
sents a  significant  site,  it  would  be  salvaged.  Nor- 
mally, an  emergency  excavation  would  occur  to  re- 
cover as  much  cultural  material  as  reasonably  pos- 
sible. 


Visual  Resources 


12.  Existing  vegetation,  draws,  and  other  natural 
screening  would  be  used  to  reduce  the  visual  im- 
pacts of  range  improvement  projects.  Such  screen- 
ing would  reduce  the  contrast  between  the  project 
and  the  surrounding  landscape  significantly. 

13.  All  borrow  material  for  construction  of  new 
dams  would  be  taken  from  below  the  high  water 
line.  When  the  reservoir  is  full,  this  measure  would 
eliminate  the  unnatural  appearing  borrow  site  and 
help  reduce  the  overall  visual  impact  of  the  project. 


Recreation 


14.  Livestock  grazing  in  specified  high-use  recrea- 
tion sites  along  the  Upper  Missouri  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  would  be  controlled  through  fencing  and/or 
selective  grazing.  An  intensive  inventory  of  these 
sites  will  be  completed  within  one  year  after 
release  of  the  final  environmental  statement.  No 
proposed  AMPs  will  be  implemented  along  the 
riverway  until  this  inventory  information  has 
been  evaluated  by  the  affected  BLM  Area  Man- 
ager and  the  inventory  data  used  to  determine 
the  final  AMP  content.  This  action  would  eliminate 
many  recreationist-livestock  conflicts. 


Wilderness 


15.  Only  those  range  improvement  projects  or 
range  management  practices  which  would  not 
Jeopardize  wilderness  suitability  would  be  con- 
sidered for  implementation  in  a  wilderness  study 
area.  This  would  insure  retention  of  wilderness 
values  in  wilderness  study  areas. 
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16.  Construction  of  new  roads  requiring  scraping, 
blading,  or  clearing  of  vegetation  would  not  be  al- 
lowed in  a  wilderness  study  area.  A  "road"  would 
disqualify  that  area  for  possible  "wilderness"  desig- 
nation. 


STUDIES  AND  MONITORING 
PROGRAMS 


1.  Erosion  condition  would  be  monitored.  Mainte- 
nance of  lands  presently  in  stable  and  slight  ero- 
sion condition  (1,657,327  acres  or  55  percent  of 
the  AMP  acreage),  and  progress  of  improvement  in 
erosion  condition  within  the  remaining  acreage 
would  be  measured.  Measurement  of  improvement 
in  areas  presently  in  critical  to  severe  erosion  con- 
dition (56,767  acres)  is  particularly  important.  De- 
pending upon  demonstrated  results,  AMPs  would 
be  revised  to  implement  additional  grazing  manage- 
ment and  range  improvements.  Consideration  of  in- 
dividual soil  capabilities  and  limitations  as  deter- 
mined from  updated  soil  surveys  would  be  essen- 
tial. 

2.  Those  allotments  grazed  at  the  same  time  each 
year  would  be  closely  monitored  to  assure  that  the 
range  condition  is  not  deteriorating. 

3.  On  the  95  allotments  where  seasonal  grazing  is 
prescribed,  the  range  condition  and  trend  will  re- 
quire diligent  monitoring.  If  any  of  the  seasonal 
allotments  are  found  to  be  deteriorating,  an  inten- 
sive management  system  would  need  to  be  imple- 
mented immediately.  Further,  any  increase  or  de- 
crease in  AUMs  from  the  current  licensed  use  must 
be  accompanied  with  an  EAR  with  current  condition 
and  trend  data. 

4.  Riparian  habitats  would  be  inventoried  and  their 
importance  to  wildlife  evaluated  in  each  resource 
area  within  two  years  following  issuance  of  the  doc- 
ument in  final  form.  Through  the  MFP  process  the 
more  important  of  such  habitats  would  be  identified 
and  recommendations  made.  AMP  revisions  would 
then  be  made  to  protect  those  areas  from  grazing 
in  accordance  with  the  MFP.  This  protection  would 
significantly  benefit  many  wildlife  species,  particu- 
larly non-game  birds  and  white-tailed  deer,  that 
depend  on  riparian  habitats.  According  to  Hormay 
(1976),  "Vegetation  in  certain  areas  such  as  mead- 
ows and  drainageways  are  invariably  closely  utilized 
under  any  stocking  rate  or  system  of  grazing.  Such 
use  may  be  detrimental  to  wildlife,  aesthetic  or  rec- 


reational, or  other  values.  Where  this  is  the  case, 
about  the  only  way  to  preserve  values  is  to  fence 
the  area  off  from  grazing;  reducing  livestock  or  ad- 
justing the  grazing  season  will  not  solve  such  a 
problem." 

5.  Where  significant  prehistoric  or  historic  sites  are 
known  to  be  impacted  by  livestock  trampling,  those 
sites  would  be  monitored  on  at  least  an  annual 
basis  to  measure  the  amount  of  destruction  occur- 
ring. If  sites  are  being  destroyed,  measures  (such 
as  fencing)  would  be  implemented  to  halt  the 
impact. 

6.  Construction  of  range  improvement  projects  al- 
lowed within  a  wilderness  study  area  should  be 
monitored  to  insure  compliance  with  the  previously 
described  mitigating  measures  and  give  on-site  as- 
sistance in  insuring  the  least  amount  of  adverse 
impact  to  potential  wilderness  values  in  the  area. 
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RECREATION 


In  riparian  areas  and  along  shoreline  areas 
where  livestock  grazing  is  allowed,  impacts  to  hunt- 
ing and  fishing  opportunities  associated  with  ad- 
verse impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  would  con- 
tinue. 

Conflicts  between  sport  shooting  enthusiasts 
and  livestock  would  continue  on  the  public  lands 
within  grazing  allotments,  presenting  shooting  haz- 
ards to  livestock. 

Any  fencing  done  along  the  Upper  Missouri  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  to  reduce  recreationist/livestock 
conflicts  would  present  visual  intrusions  adversely 
impacting  the  visual  resource,  reducing  scenic 
values. 

Vegetation  manipulation  practices  would  have 
residual  adverse  impacts  on  scenic  values  by  creat- 
ing unnatural  contrasts  on  the  landscape. 

Any  range  improvements  placed  on  the  public 
lands  where  they  can  be  viewed  by  recreationists 
would  produce  visual  intrusions  adversely  impacting 
the  visual  resource,  reducing  scenic  values. 

In  areas  along  the  Upper  Missouri  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  where  livestock  grazing  is  allowed, 
potential  livestock/recreationist  conflicts  would 
exist  or  continue. 

Fence  construction  would  create  residual  ad- 
verse impacts  to  cross-country  travel  by  off-road 
vehicles  and  snowmobiles  by  producing  hazards 
and  barriers  to  movement. 


ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIAL 
CONDITIONS 


Impacts  were  determined  to  be  so  small  that  no 
mitigating  measures  were  suggested.  Many  of  the 
impacts  would  be  beneficial.  However,  at  least  two 
areas  show  slight  adverse  impacts  that  would  not 
be  mitigated. 

First,  licensed  livestock  grazing  levels  would  be 
reduced  slightly  following  implementation  of  the 
proposed  action.  The  personal  income  loss  of 
$39,000  would  not  be  spread  evenly  among  the 
nearly  400  operators,  and  could  cause  economic 
hardship  to  the  operators  of  as  many  as  10  AMPs 


(3.1  percent).  However,  the  full  implementation  of 
AMPs  would  increase  licensed  use  to  above  pres- 
ent levels. 

Second,  socio-cultural  attitudes  show  that  impo- 
sition of  federal  government  regulations  is  met  with 
some  resentment.  Although  government  interfer- 
ence would  be  somewhat  mitigated  by  the  pro- 
posed action's  effects  not  being  outside  the  prevail- 
ing local  attitudes,  some  resentment  of  the  govern- 
ment's imposed  management  regulation  would 
probably  be  present. 


LAND  OWNERSHIP  AND  USE 


No  significant  residual  adverse  impacts  would 
occur  to  land  ownership. 


Livestock  Grazing 


Net  reduction  of  about  3,000  AUMs  would  be 
imposed  upon  implementation  of  the  proposal. 
Sixty-nine  allotments  are  scheduled  for  AUM  cuts, 
while  27  allotments  would  receive  increases. 


Wilderness 


Residual  adverse  impacts  to  wilderness  values 
would  result  from  the  implementation  of  any  pro- 
posed range  improvement  project  found  acceptable 
for  placement  in  a  wilderness  study  area.  The  mag- 
nitude and  significance  of  these  impacts  is  un- 
known because  a  wilderness  inventory  has  not 
been  completed  on  the  ES  area.  Intensities  of  the 
residual  impacts  in  a  specific  wilderness  study  area 
would  depend  on  the  characteristics  of  the  site. 
Determinations  must  be  done  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  to  avoid  problems  with  over-generalizations. 

NOTE:  Table  5-2  should  be  deleted. 
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significantly.  Biological  quality,  reflected  by  present- 
ly unquantified  fecal  coliform  bacteria  levels,  would 
decrease  slightly,  especially  in  drainages  where 
livestock  presently  congregate. 


Because  no  threatened  or  endangered  plant 
species  are  known  to  exist  within  the  ES  area,  the 
possibility  of  impacting  any  officially  recognized 
species  by  any  of  the  alternatives  is  remote. 


Vegetation 


Wildlife 


There  would  be  no  short-term  impacts  as  there 
is  no  term;  range  condition  would  continue  to  im- 
prove on  the  17  AMP  allotments  indicating  an 
upward  trend.  Those  22  allotments  presently  deter- 
mined to  be  static  could  potentially  either  improve 
or  decline.  The  following  acreage  by  condition  class 
includes  those  AMPs  that  have  gone  through  at 
least  one  grazing  cycle: 

Range  Condition  Ciass 

Trend        Excellent    Good        Fair         Poor         Total 

Upward 70,479     159,652     43,860       1,195      825,558 

Static 20,286     165,476     80,417       3,035      841,056 

Non-AMP  allotments  that  are  presently  in  poor 
to  fair  condition  would  remain  so,  and  those  allot- 
ments that  are  declining  in  range  condition  would 
continue  to  deteriorate  without  a  change  in  grazing 
management.  Those  allotments  that  are  presently 
in  good  to  excellent  condition  or  are  improving 
would  remain  the  same  or  continue  to  improve. 

Adverse  impacts  on  vegetation  in  the  non-AMP 
areas  which  are  slated  for  AMP  imolementation 
under  the  proposed  action  would  include  a 
decrease  in  production,  lowered  plant  vigor,  de- 
creased ground  cover,  and  a  change  in  composi- 
tion to  less  desirable  species.  The  more  palatable 
plant  species  and  livestock  concentration  areas 
would  continue  to  receive  heavy,  continuous  graz- 
ing pressure  and  would  be  the  most  severely  im- 
pacted. Less  desirable  plant  species  would  in- 
crease within  most  of  the  non-AMP  allotments. 

Overall,  long-term  range  condition  would  gener- 
ally be  expected  to  decline  in  those  allotments  not 
already  under  a  grazing  system  and  which  are  not 
presently  in  an  upward  or  stable  trend.  Range  con- 
dition problems  will  intensify  through  time  if  the 
present  grazing  management  program  is  continued. 
This  alternative  is  one  of  the  least  beneficial  of  the 
options  available  for  vegetation  as  it  would  not  sub- 
stantially change  the  identified  problem  areas  (see 
Appendix  10).  Ranges  in  a  downward  trend 
would  continue  to  deteriorate.  This  deterioration 
process  would  continue  primarily  on  the  selectively 
grazed  sites,  such  as  watering  areas,  coulee  bot- 
toms, and  other  readily  accessible  sites. 


Most  wildlife  populations  would  suffer  slight  de- 
clines under  this  alternative.  As  explained  in  the 
introduction  to  Chapter  3,  it  is  anticipated  that  there 
would  be  a  decrease  of  approximately  five  percent 
in  available  forage  if  no  changes  in  the  current 
grazing  system  are  implemented.  This  general  dete- 
rioration of  range  conditions  would  negatively 
impact  most  wildlife  populations;  however,  most  of 
these  declines  would  be  undetectable  with  currently 
available  wildlife  census  techniques.  No  impact  on 
the  endangered  black-footed  ferret  or  peregrine 
falcon  would  be  anticipated  under  this  alternative. 
The  wild  or  semi-wild  horses  in  southern  Blaine 
County  would  not  be  affected. 


Prehistoric  and  Historic  Features 


Under  this  alternative,  livestock  trampling  of  pre- 
historic and  historic  features  would  continue  occur- 
ring. No  new  range  improvements  would  be  con- 
structed, so  impacts  would  not  increase.  Chapter  2, 
Prehistoric  and  Historic  Features,  noted  that  60 
percent  of  recorded  sites  are  in  a  deteriorating  con- 
dition. Although  studied  have  not  quantified  the 
numbers  involved,  livestock  trampling  and  resultant 
erosion  were  factors  listed  in  the  site  deterioration. 
This  type  of  impact  would  continue  to  affect  some 
prehistoric  and  historic  sites  under  this  alternative, 
particularly  over  the  long  term. 

In  most  respects,  conditions  under  this  alterna- 
tive would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  Chapter 
2.  Sixty  percent  of  the  sites,  which  probably  number 
between  3,400  and  5,000,  would  continue  in  a  de- 
teriorating trend. 


Visual  Resources 


Implementation  of  this  alternative  would  require 
placement  of  no  new  range  improvement  projects 
on  the  range,  thus  no  additional  adverse  impacts  to 
the  visual  resource  would  result.  Areas  currently 
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being  adversely  impacted  due  to  livestock  manage- 
ment practices  would  continue  to  deteriorate,  de- 
creasing the  visual  quality  in  these  areas.  Livestock 
would  continue  to  concentrate  in  riparian  areas  and 
along  shorelines  regardless  of  the  grazing  manage- 
ment system,  unless  they  were  fenced  out.  In  the 
short  term,  this  alternative  would  be  less  detrimen- 
tal to  the  visual  resource  then  the  proposed  action 
because  no  new  visual  contrasts  in  form,  line, 
color,  or  texture  would  be  created  through  con- 
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Wilderness 

The  major  adverse  impacts  to  wilderness  values 
associated  with  the  continuation  of  the  present 
grazing  management  program  alternative  would  in- 
clude visual  impacts  and  degradation  of  wilderness 
integrity  created  by  the  presence  of  range  improve- 
ments and  livestock  management  activities.  Howev- 
er, this  alternative  would  be  more  desirable  from  a 
wilderness  standpoint  than  would  the  proposed 
action,  the  reduction  alternative,  or  the  forage  maxi- 
mization alternative,  which  would  all  require  addi- 
tional range  improvement  projects. 


ALTERNATiVE  B:  ELIMINATSON 
OF  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  ON 
PUBLIC  LANDS 


Description 


This  alternative  assumes  elimination  of  domestic 
livestock  grazing  on  approximately  2,169,000  acres 
of  public  lands  including  350,452  AUMs.  No  new 
AMPs  would  be  implemented,  and  all  existing 
AMPs  would  be  terminated.  Because  private  and 
public  lands  are  mixed  throughout  large  portions  of 
the  ES  area  (only  26  percent  of  the  ES  area  is 
public  land),  extensive  fencing  would  be  necessary 
to  control  livestock  trespass  on  public  lands.  On 
private  land  in  Montana,  livestock  must  be  fenced 
"out"  in  order  to  sustain  a  trespass  charge.  But, 
because  the  federal  government  is  the  landowner 
in  this  case,  BLM  could  not  be  legally  compelled  to 
fence.  However,  as  a  practical  matter,  an  extensive 
amount  of  fencing  by  BLM  would  be  necessary  to 
prevent  livestock  use  of  public  lands.  The  amount 
of  fencing  necessary  has  not  been  quantified;  how- 
ever, it  can  be  assumed  that  many  thousands  of 
miles  of  fence  would  be  needed.  The  large  magni- 
tude of  a  public  land  fencing  effort  can  be  roughly 
envisioned  by  review  of  Map  2-22,  Land  Ownership. 
A  major  BLM  workload  would  become  the  monitor- 
ing of  public  land  use.  No  range  improvements 
would  be  maintained  or  constructed  unless  neces- 
sary for  other  resource  programs  such  as  wildlife  or 
watershed. 

The  elimination  of  grazing  aiternative  was 
analyzed  in  order  to  portray  the  social  and  envi- 


ronmental consequences  of  complete  removal  of 
livestocic  from  public  lands. 


Soils 


Elimination  of  livestock  from  public  lands  would 
eliminate  degradation  of  drainage  bottoms  and 
areas  around  water  sources  from  compaction  ef- 
fects, accelerated  erosion,  and  sedimentation  in- 
creases due  to  livestock  grazing. 

Incised  trails  in  most  areas  where  slopes  do  not 
exceed  20  percent  would  improve  moderately. 

Without  livestock  grazing,  plants  would  initially 
respond  with  increased  vigor,  with  resulting  in- 
creased ground  cover  and  litter  formation,  thus  re- 
ducing bare  ground  and  erosion  potential.  However, 
grass  species  would  stagnate  eventually  at  less 
than  full  growth  potential  without  the  growth  stimu- 
lation offered  by  grazing. 

Watershed  consequences  of  stagnated  vegeta- 
tion growth  are  not  well  documented.  Elimination  of 
grazing,  while  better  for  watershed  values  than  con- 
tinuation of  the  present  grazing  program,  would  not 
have  the  vegetation  stimulation  effects  of  alterna- 
tives involving  reduced  livestock  use,  or  proposed 
rest  rotations  and  grazing  deferral. 

Rapid  short-term  responses  would  be  observed 
in  major  drainages  where  present  erosion  condition 
is  classified  as  critical  to  severe.  Long-term  im- 
provement in  erosion  condition  class  acreages,  and 
in  sedimentation  reductions,  is  estimated  at  an 
average  of  10  percent,  with  the  most  significant 
gains  occurring  in  major  drainages  where  livestock 
presently  tend  to  congregate.  Lands  in  critical  to 
severe  erosion  condition  should  decrease  27,849 
acres  from  the  present  estimate  of  278,487  acres. 
Sedimentation  should  be  reduced  265,326  tons, 
from  the  present  2,653,259  tons  (see  Table  8-1). 
The  most  significant  reduction  in  sedimentation 
would  occur  in  the  Arrow  Creek  drainage  where 
soils  with  high  clay  content  have  very  severe  water 
erosion  hazard. 

Estimates  of  10  percent  average  watershed  im- 
provement over  1 5  years  are  based  upon  expected 
increases  in  litter  and  vegetation  cover,  and  de- 
creases in  percent  bare  ground,  as  correlated  with 
ES  area  study  plot  findings  of  Willard  and  Herman 
1977.  These  changes  parallel  those  expected  for 
range  condition  shifts,  with  added  watershed  values 
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derived  from   litter  accumulation   (see  Vegetation 
section,  Chapter  8). 

Silty  range  sites  which  have  blue  grama  and 
ciubmoss  as  dominant  species-less  than  20  per- 
cent of  the  total  AMP  area  -would  not  be  expected 
to  change  appreciably  with  removal  of  livestock. 
Ciubmoss  vegetation  growth  has  extremely  high 
percent  ground  cover,  nearly  eliminating  surface 
soil  movement.  These  areas  are  in  stable  to  slight 
erosion  condition  classes,  and  would  remain  so  in 
the  long  term. 
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levels  for  most  species  slightly  or  moderately  above 
current  levels,  but  considerably  below  the  levels 
possible  when  grazing  is  designed  to  meet  wildlife 
needs  (see  Alternative  C  -  Reduced  Levels  of  Live- 
stock Use). 

The  extensive  fencing  that  this  alternative  would 
require  would  be  detrimental  to  big  game  move- 
ments. Although  data  are  not  available,  estimates 
for  other  areas  (U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  1977b  and  1977c) 
indicate  that  probably  a  hundred  or  more  deer  and/ 
or  antelope  would  be  killed  annually  through  entan- 
glements with  fences. 

Because  of  the  comparatively  weil-blocked 
federal  ownership  in  the  vicinity  of  Ervin  Ridge  in 
southern  Blaine  County,  there  would  be  relatively 
little  fencing  in  that  area.  Thus,  the  wild  or  semi- 
wild  horses,  if  permitted  to  roam,  would  increase 
several  fold  due  to  the  increased  available  forage. 

Mule  deer  would  increase  slightly  under  this  al- 
ternative due  to  the  elimination  of  grazing  in  impor- 
tant winter  and  year-round  habitat.  White-tailed 
deer  would  experience  a  larger  increase  than  muie 
deer  because  of  their  greater  dependence  on  ripar- 
ian areas  and  the  very  large  improvement  in  ripar- 
ian habitat  anticipated  under  this  alternative.  The 
carrying  capacity  for  elk  would  increase  due  to  in- 
creased available  forage,  particularly  grasses.  How- 
ever, the  ability  of  elk  to  respond  to  this  change 
would  depend  upon  hunting  pressure  as  influenced 
by  landowner  attitudes  toward  increased  elk  popu- 
lations. Antelope  populations  would  show  a  slight 
increase  due  to  reduced  competition  with  livestock; 
however,  the  increase  would  be  minimized  by  the 
impact  of  greatly  increased  fencing  and  succession- 
ai  changes  that  would  reduce  the  availability  of 
forbs  which  are  an  important  part  of  their  diet.  Be- 
cause of  the  substantial  mcompatlbility  of  big- 
horn sheep  with  livestoclc  operations  (see  page 
2-36),  elimination  of  grazing  would  allow  a  sub- 
stantial expansion  of  the  currently  restricted 
bighorn  population  should  they  expand  from 
their  current  range  within  the  Charles  M,  Russell 
Wildlife  Refuge  to  the  surrounding  BLM  land. 

Sharp-tailed  grouse  would  show  moderate  im- 
provements due  mainly  to  greatly  improved  residual 
cover  for  nesting.  Sage  grouse  would  show  some 
improvement,  but  less  than  sharp-tailed  grouse  be- 
cause they  are  more  dependent  upon  sagebrush 
(which  would  decrease  slightly  because  of  succes- 
sion toward  grass)  and  less  dependent  on  residual 
grass  cover.  Waterfowl  would  benefit  considerably 


from  increased  residual  vegetation  for  nesting 
cover  (Kirsch  1969).  There  would  be  some  water- 
fowl losses  as  water  sources  were  lost  through  lack 
of  maintenance,  but  in  balance  this  alternative 
would  benefit  waterfowl  even  more  than  the  pro- 
posed action. 

Since  the  amount  of  forage  available  for  live- 
stock would  no  longer  be  an  important  concern  on 
public  lands,  attempts  to  control  prairie  dogs  (the 
primary  prey  species  of  the  endangered  black- 
footed  ferret)  would  be  reduced.  However,  since 
increased  average  grass  height  would  reduce  op- 
portunities for  prairie  dog  expansion  (U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service  1978),  the  net 
impact  of  this  alternative  on  the  ferret  would  be 
only  slightly  beneficial.  Generally  improved  condi- 
tions for  small  non-game  birds,  particularly  in  ripar- 
ian areas,  would  result  in  a  slight  improvement  of 
overall  conditions  for  the  endangered  peregrine 
falcon. 


Prehistoric  and  Historic  Features 

Ail  impacts  to  both  historic  and  prehistoric  fea- 
tures directly  relating  to  grazing  management  would 
be  eliminated,  both  in  the  short  and  iong  term.  No 
impacts  would  result  from  construction  or  imple- 
mentation of  range  improvements  except  from  addi- 
tional fencing.  Ground  disturbance  from  fencing  is 
minima!  except  where  grading  is  necessary  to  con- 
struct fencelines.  Any  impacts  caused  by  cattle  di- 
rectly-such as  trampling-would  cease.  Cultural  re- 
sources would  probably  remain  in  better  condition 
than  they  would  under  either  the  proposed  action 
or  continuation  of  the  present  program. 

Some  natural  degradation  of  prehistoric  and  his- 
toric resources  would  continue  to  occur.  The  princi- 
pal causes  of  these  impacts  would  be  wind  and 
water  erosion. 


Visua!  Resources 

Due  to  the  scattered  ownership  of  most  of  the 
public  lands  in  the  ES  area,  implementation  of  this 
alternative  would  require  construction  of  numerous 
new  fences  to  keep  livestock  from  trespassing  on 
public  lands.  The  fenceline  contrasts  between  un- 
grazed  BLM  land  and  grazed  private  lands  would 
be  detrimental  to  the  visual  quality  of  the  area. 
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Because  the  proposed  action  would  require  less 
fence  construction,  even  though  additional  range 
improvement  projects  were  required,  it  would  be 
more  desirable  from  a  scenic  standpoint  than  a  no 
grazing  situation,  primarily  because  fenceline  con- 
trasts would  be,  in  most  cases,  more  apparent  to 
the  viewer  than  would  individual  range  improvement 
projects. 


Recreation 


This  alternative  would  be  very  favorable  from  a 
recreational  standpoint  because  all  adverse  im- 
pacts directly  related  to  livestock  grazing  would  be 
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scribed  burning  would  be  conducted  within  conifer 
types  with  some  sagebrush  burning  when  it  would 
not  conflict  with  identified  wildlife  needs.  All  three 
vegetation  manipulations  are  proposed  in  areas 
where  the  greatest  amount  of  livestock  forage 
would  be  realized  through  the  removal  or  thinning 
of  less  palatable  species. 

The  soil  types  for  those  sites  where  treatments 
are  prescribed  are  capable  of  supporting  greater 
amounts  of  livestock  forage  than  is  presently  being 
produced.  Rainfall  within  the  ES  area  averages  be- 
tween 10-14  inches  per  year,  which  is  adequate  for 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  higher  pro- 
ducing forage  species. 

Based  on  previous  range  rehabilitation  work 
conducted  by  the  BLM  and  others  within  or  near 
the  ES  area,  there  is  a  high  probability  of  success 
for  the  proposed  treatments.  For  example,  recent 
studies  conducted  by  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  (now  Science  and  Education  Administra- 
tion) in  southeast  Montana  (Wight  et  al.  1978) 
found  that  over  an  eight  year  period,  contour  fur- 
rowing on  a  panspot  range  site  increased  average 
annual  herbage  production  165  percent,  while  in- 
creasing plant  available  soil  water  107  percent. 
Thickspike  and  western  wheatgrass  accounted  for 
most  of  the  increased  yields.  The  average  annual 
rainfall  is  about  12  inches  where  the  study  was 
conducted.  Range  research  on  clubmoss  along 
the  highline  area  of  northern  Montana  is  also 
very  supportive  of  mechanical  treatment  in  re- 
habilitating clubmoss/blue  grama  sod-bound 
rangelands  (Montana  Agricultural  Experiment 
Station,  Bulletin  745,  June  1970). 


Elk  habitat  conditions  would  improve  slightly  be- 
cause of  the  importance  to  them  of  the  increased 
forage  that  would  be  produced.  Whether  elk  popu- 
lations would  respond  would  depend  on  hunting 
pressure  as  influenced  by  landowner  attitudes 
toward  increased  elk  populations. 

The  wild  or  semi-wild  horses  in  southern  Blaine 
County  would  show  a  moderate  population  increase 
under  this  alternative  due  to  increased  available 
forage,  assuming  no  change  in  the  management  of 
these  horses. 

Sedimentation  from  the  160,000  acres  of  me- 
chanical treatment  of  vegetation  would  have  a 
slight  adverse  impact  on  fish  populations  in  new 
and  existing  reservoirs  for  2  to  5  years.  No  signifi- 
cant impact  on  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  would  be  antici- 
pated from  sedimentation  since  the  increase  would 
be  very  small  compared  to  the  total  sediment  load 
received  by  the  reservoir. 

Although  the  herbicide  2,4-D  is  relatively  short- 
lived, the  potential  for  impacts  on  fish  in  stockwater 
ponds  exists  when  it  is  sprayed  on  116,000  acres 
of  sagebrush.  However,  standard  precautions  would 
prevent  significant  impacts. 

No  impact  on  any  endangered  species  is  antici- 
pated under  this  alternative.  If  future  studies  identi- 
fied an  endangered  species  within  areas  scheduled 
for  vegetation  treatment,  no  treatment  would  be 
undertaken  until  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  confirmed  that  such  treatment 
could  be  implemented  without  negatively  affecting 
the  species  concerned. 


Wildlife 


Of  all  the  alternatives,  this  one  would  be  the 
least  favorable  for  wildlife.  Although  the  data  are 
not  entirely  conclusive,  studies  on  and  near  the  ES 
area  indicate  that  mechanical  and  chemical  manip- 
ulations of  vegetation  are  detrimental  to  game  pop- 
ulations, although  certain  small  mammals  and  other 
species  might  benefit  (Wallestad  1975,  Martinka 
1967,  and  Bayless  1969).  While  number  estimates 
are  not  possible,  losses  of  antelope,  mule  deer, 
and  sage  grouse,  in  particular,  would  be  significant 
at  least  locally  because  the  loss  of  essential  shrub 
species  on  winter  habitat  would  outweigh  benefits 
to  wildlife  from  grass  and  forb  production  increases 
under  this  alternative. 


Prehistoric  and  Historic  Features 


Forage  maximization  would  have  the  greatest 
adverse  effect  on  prehistoric  and  historic  features. 
More  ground  disturbance  than  in  any  other  form  of 
proposed  management,  and  greater  numbers  of 
livestock  are  called  for  in  this  alternative.  Both 
short-term  and  long-term  impacts  would  be  expect- 
ed. Mechanical  treatment  would  cause  short-term 
impact  through  ground  disturbance,  while  livestock 
increase  would  have  a  long-term  effect. 

Under  the  proposed  action  or  grazing  reduction 
alternative,  about  17,000  acres  of  ground  would  be 
disturbed  by  vegetation  manipulation  or  construc- 
tion of  range  improvements.  This  would  increase  by 
367,774  acres  under  this  alternative.  As  shown  in 
Chapter  3,  ground  disturbance  is  potentially  the 
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REVISED  DES  PAGE  8-26  (continued) 


most  destructive  impact  to  cultural  resources.  While 
approximately  54  sites  were  predicted  to  suffer  im- 
pacts under  the  proposed  action  or  grazing  reduc- 
tion alternative,  it  is  possible  that  over  1,100  prehis- 
toric sites  could  be  impacted  by  the  vegetation  ma- 
nipulation in  this  alternative.  However,  sagebrush 
spraying  would  not  be  a  major  impact  and  360  of 
the  affected  sites  could  be  in  lands  which  would  be 
sprayed.  In  addition,  an  increased  number  of  histor- 
ic sites  would  be  impacted,  but  the  number  is  not 
known.  It  is  probable  that  most  impacts  to  historic 
sites  from  vegetation  manipulation  would  be  to 
ranching  or  homestead  features. 


—106— 


ERRATA 


ERRATA 


The  following  changes  in  the  DES  are  not  significant  enough  to 
reprint  the  entire  page  in  Part  2  and  were  generally  not  included 
in  Part  1;  however,  they  should  be  made  to  improve  the  accuracy  of 
the  data  presented  in  the  draft. 

Page  1-17,  Figure  l-'8 .   Caption  should  be  changed  to  "Four  hundrfed 
and  thirty-six  stockwater  reservoirs  are  proposed  in  the  ES  area." 

Page  2-20.   The  last  sentence  in  the  discussion  of  Potential  Live- 
stock Forage  Productivity  should  be  changed  to  "Comparable  data  was 
not  available  for  existing  and  revised  AMP  areas." 

Page  2-21,  Table  2-9.   The  units  under  the  heading  Proposed  AMP 
Areas  should  be  (acres)  rather  than  (AUMs) . 

Page  2-22.   The  last  sentence  in  the  first  full  paragraph  should  be 
deleted. 

Page  2-32.   The  last  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  under  Small 
Mammals  should  read:   "The  team  will  be  responsible  for  providing 
data  input  for  any  decision  affecting  prairie  dog  control." 

Page  2-85.   The  seventh  sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  under 
Livestock  Grazing  should  read  as  follows:   "Breeding  season  usually 
runs  from  about  mid- June  to  the  end  of  August,  thus  calving  begins 
around  mid-March  and  runs  to  about  the  end  of  May." 

Page  3-20.   The  sixth  sentence  under  Sharp-tailed  Grouse  should 
read  as  follows:   "Also,  the  436  reservoirs  proposed  would  tend  to 
even  out  the  distribution  of  grazing  pressure  within  the  ES  area." 

Page  6-1.   The  fifth  sentence  under  Wildlife  should  read  as  follows; 
"Some  of  the  proposed  contour  furrowing,  sagebrush  spraying,  and 
plowing  and  seeding  would  result  in  long-term  productivity  losses 
for  antelope,  sage  grouse,  and  other  species." 

Page  8-20.   The  second  sentence  in  the  fourth  paragraph  under 
Wildlife  should  read  as  follows:   "There  is  evidence  that  many 
existing  wildlife  populations  could  be  at  least  doubled  if  manage- 
ment were  directed  toward  their  benefit." 

Page  8-4.   The  figures  for  the  range  condition  classes  with  the 
proposed  action  in  the  long  term  should  read  as  follows: 

excellent  859,063  acres 

good  1,337,542  acres 

fair  574,462  acres 

poor  34,881  acres 

Page  8-9.   The  figure  for  AUMs  harvested  annually  for  Alterna- 
tive A  in  the  long  term  should  be  279,681  AUMs  instead  of  294,401 
AUMs. 
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Page  A-13 .   Table  title  should  be  "Range  Improvements  by  AMP. " 

Page  A-47.   The  Arrow  Creek  allotment  (9783)  should  show  a  range 
survey  of  227  AUMs ,  an  initial  stocking  rate  with  an  AMP  of  227 
AUMs,  and  a  15-year  projected  stocking  rate  of  227  AUMs. 

Page  A-85.   The  Drag  Creek  allotment  (4966)  should  have  12,997 
acres  of  rangeland  in  good  condition,  and  6,330  acres  in  fair 
condition. 

Page  R-2 .   The  second  reference  under  Hormay  A.L.  should  read: 
"1970,  Principles  of  rest  rotation  grazing  and  multiple  land  use 
management:  U.S.  Dept.  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  U.S.  Dept.  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service.  26  pp. 
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